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FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 
MISCELLANEOUS PROJECTS 


MONDAY, APRIL 25, 1955 


Hovuse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop CONTROL OF THE 
ComMMITreE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 


ComMMITTEE RESOLUTION 522 


The committee met, pursuant to call, in room 1304, New House Office 
Building, at 10:05 a. m., Hon. Clifford Davis, chairman of the sub- 
committee, presiding. 

Mr. Davis. There is no quorum present yet this morning, but if 
there is no objection we will get started because we have two of these 
matters before us this morning. If anyone should come in and raise 
an objection we will respect the objection, of course. 

The first item of business before the subcommittee is Committee 
Resolution No. 522, a Study of Merced River, Calif. 

Our colleague, Representative B. F. Sisk, is going to open and make 
a statement, to be followed by Mr. Conway, a representative of the 
Corps of Engineers. So, Congressman Sisk, I wish you would come 
around and make your statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. B. F. SISK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am very 
happy to have this opportunity to appear before your committee this 
morning, particularly on behalf of a county in my district. I am 
B. F. Sisk, Representative from the 12th Congressional District of 
the State of California. 

Mr. Chairman, it gives me a great deal of pleasure to appear before 
your committee on behalf of a proposal which may lead to the kind of 
project I am sure we all can endorse—where the Federal Government 
may participate with local interests in conserving and developing our 
natural resources under a cooperative program. 

We are asking you to authorize the Corps of Engineers to make a 
study of a proposal to build a dam near Horseshoe Bend on the Merced 
River of California to find out whether it is feasible and practical, 
and if so, what benefits would result. If it is a good project, the 
Merced Irrigation District proposes to pay all the costs of irrigation 
and power benefits and will ask you to undertake payment for flood 


control and other benefits properly chargeable to the Federal Govern- 
ment. 
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Mr. Kenneth R. McSwain, who is the chief engineer of the Merced 
Irrigation District, has been sent here by the people of the district 
to tell you about the technical and engineering questions and what the 
district’ s plans are. His statement ‘shows clearly they are not ask- 
ing for a handout and that they already have spent a large sum of 
their own money in developing this project. Now their hands are 
tied. Only the Cor ps of Engineers can determine how this project 
will fit in with the Corps of “E ngineers’ other plans on the Merced 
and San Joaquin Rivers, and how much benefit the Federal Govern- 
ment will receive from it. Without this study and the information 
it will provide, the district cannot proceed. I would like to tell you 
something about this district, what it has accomplished and why I 
think you will want to cooperate with them. 

The Merced Irrigation District is located in Merced County, which 
is in the heart of the Central V alley of California. It includes 164,- 
G00 acres of fine farming land, all except 15,000 acres or so being in 
production. This isa land of small farms, averaging 30 to 40 acres, 
which are intensively cultivated by the families owing them. It is 
a fine, stable community, long-established, progressive, and developing. 

The district was organized in 1919 when it became apparent that 
increasing water problems could be solved only through an organized 
project. “The district soon developed plans for vetting water and 
electric power from the Merced River nearby, and in 1926 completed 
Exchequer Dam and powerplant. 

How successful this locally built, financed, and controlled system 
has been can be seen by the fact that $22,500,000 has been invested 
in the irrigation and power works and that the farmers receive their 
water for an average of $1 per acre-foot, which means about $4 per 
acre per year. This is a mighty fine record when we realize that water 
in many ‘neighbor ing areas costs from $5 to $12 an acre-foot and that 
the cost per acre per year runs as high as $50. I think you will agree 
that this group of farmers and businessmen are to be highly com- 
mended for having effectively helped themselves toward a solution 
of a common problem without Federal or State help. 

Now the crop raising and irrigation season in this section of Cali- 
fornia extends from about May 1 to October 15, and the problem the 
Merced people face is that they do not have enough stor age of water 
at Exchequer Dam to provide a supply for the full irrigation season 
even in the best water years. In the poor years, like the present one, 
their water may run out in July. Also, when they run out of water, 
they run out of electric power and the amount they can get through 

sale of the power is reduced because the power supply is not depend- 
able ; they probably could get a third more for each kilowatt-hour of 
electricity if it were firm. 

There is a lot of water in the Merced River they cannot use because 
they cannot store it and it runs away down the river, many times 
SR cnillines and damaging property. The people in the district think 
it may “be practic al to build a dam at Horseshoe Bend, above Ex- 
chequer, to store a lot more water and at the sime time give badly 
needed flood control and more dependable power generation. 

There are about 50,000 people living in the Merced irri igation dis- 
trict. They produce about $19 million worth of agricultural products 
each year. Since 1926, to the extent the project. permits, they have 
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been providing flood control on the river without Federal pay. Castle 
Air Force Base, one of the major facilities of the Strategic Air Com- 
mand, is located within the boundaries of the district. Its pumped 
water comes from district sources without cost to the Government. 
The district provides the base with drainage facilities free of charge. 
A lot of taxable property was taken off the district assessment rolls 
when the base was located there. The people of Merced welcome the 
base, but it is true it is a financial burden so far as the district is 
concerned. 

I hope your committee will agree with my view that the Federal 
Government has a real interest in working toward a solution of this 
problem and participating in an investigation of the practicality of a 
project the local people are willing to finance so far as their benefits 
will permit. And I want to assure you this means they will pay the 
lion’s share of the cost of the project. I feel that if this study and 
report shows a sound project and it is built, all of you will be proud 
of having taken a crucial step toward a worthwhile cooperative 
development. 

Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would like to insert a very 
short editorial from the Fresno Bee of Apr i 18,1955. It isa salute to 
Merced County. 

Merced County, by the way, was éatubliaed in 1855, and it is this 
year celebrating its 100th anniversary. With your permission I would 
like to have that inserted. 

Mr. Davis. Without objection, it will be made a part of the record. 

(The editorial referred to is as follows :) 


SALUTE TO MERCED COUNTY 


Along with the State legislature and a host of organizations and individuals, 
the Bee joins in congratulating Merced County on its 100th anniversary. 

The county truly has come a long way since 1855, not only in population 
growth but in the transformation of once barren plains and grasslands to highly 
productive land. 

Its county seat, Merced, and its other cities and towns all are communities 
of which the home folk justly are proud. The rural residents likewise have 
many reasons for contentment. 

As for the future, progress is bound to be the uninterrupted rule, for Merced 
County has a myriad of things which assure continuing growth. 

Happy birthday, Merced County, a century old as years are counted but 
vigorously youthful in terms of spirit, ambition, and energy. 

Mr. Davis. Now Mr. Conway, representing the Corps of Engineers, 
will make a statement on this matter. 


STATEMENT OF CLARENCE M. CONWAY, PLANNING AND DEVELOP- 
MENT DIVISION OF CIVIL WORKS, OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF 
ENGINEERS, CORPS 0F ENGINEERS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


Mr. Conway. Mr. Chairman, the Merced River is one of the major 
tributaries of the San Joaquin River. It has a drainage area of some 
1,300 square miles, 1,050 of which consist of foothills and mountains. 
The drainage area is located largely in Mariposa and Merced Coun- 
ties, Calif. The economy of the area is chiefly crop production and 
dairy ranching. The largest flood of record, the one of 1950, caused 
damages along the Merced River in an amount estimated at $619,- 
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000. Also the waters from the Merced contributed materially to the 
damages along the San Joaquin River downstream from the con- 
fiuence of the Merced and San Joaquin, estimated at some $4,500,000 
total. The average annual damages on the Merced River down- 
stream from the Exchequer Dam, the one constructed by the Merced 
Irrigation District, are estimated at some $125,000 annually. 

The Corps of Engineers studied the Merced River previously. The 
last report and studies were made in 1944. At that time participation 
by the Federal Government in the construction of flood control works 
was found unfavorable. There is no outstanding authority for the 
study of the Merced River at this time. The Corps of Engineers 
report on this proposed resolution made in July 1954 is favorable 
for investigation for flood control, irrigation, and development of 
hydroelectric power. The cost of this investigation is estimated at 
$100,000. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Davis. Are there any questions from any member of the 
committee / 

Mr. Batpwin. Mr. Chairman, I have a question. As I understand 
it, Mr. Conway, you estimate the average losses per year as being 
in excess of $100,000 at the present time, which indicates that the 
total cost of the survey would be less than 1 year’s average loss from 
flood conditions. Is that right ? 

Mr. Conway. That is correct. 

Mr. Davis. I understand this is a preliminary survey to cost 
$100,000 ? 

Mr. Conway. No, sir. It is not a preliminary examination. It 
is asurvey. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman, in view of the costs of other studies 
being made, is not $100,000 a high cost for this survey? It should be 
less. 

Mr. Conway. Sir, we feel in this case that we need $100,000. There 
will be quite a bit of subsurface investigations required on this 
particular investigation. 

Mr. Becxer. I see the irrigation district there has already had sur- 
veys made and money spent on survey studies. 

Mr. Conway. Yes, sir. That is true. Our estimate is predicated 
en the maps that the district already made, and they have said they 
would make available for the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Becker. In spite of the $44,000 spent you still need another 
$100,000 to make a survey ? 

Mr. Conway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. That is all. 

Mr. Davis. Are there any other questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Davis. That is all then. 

Mr. Kenneth R. McSwain, chief engineer of the Merced River 
Irrigation District in California. 

Mr. McSwain, your statement is rather lengthy. Do you think you 
could summarize it for us, and if we get in trouble we will go back 
and take it in full. But we seem to have so many witnesses on this 
next matter before the committee that it occurred to me possibly you 
could save time by summarizing it in your own way. as 
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STATEMENT OF KENNETH R. McSWAIN, CHIEF ENGINEER OF THE 
MERCED IRRIGATION DISTRICT, MERCED, CALIF. 


Mr. McSwain. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
would be very pleased to do that. 

Mr. Davis. If there are certain parts of it which you would prefer 
to read from your formal statement, of course, that would be entirely 
in order. 

Mr. McSwarn. If I may, I can pick out certain paragraphs and then 
skip through the others, or explain it verbally, and probably save some 
time. 

Mr. Davis. If there is no objection on the part of any member of 
the committee we will adopt that procedure. 

Mr. Scuwencet. I hope his entire statement will be filed, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Oh, yes. Thank you for reminding me. 

Mr. McSwarn. My name is Kenneth R. McSwain. I am chief 
engineer of the Merced Irrigation District located in Merced County, 
Calif. I have been with the district 23 years and in my present 
position for over 11 years. 

I am here to request that the committee authorize a review report 
by the Corps of Engineers on the plans for a multiple-purpose develop- 
ment on the Merced River at Horseshoe Bend, and make available 
the sum of $100,000 to the Corps of Engineers for the purpose of 
pursuing its studies. 

The Merced Irrigation District presently owns and controls Ex- 
chequer Dam and Reservoir on the Merced River about 23 miles north- 

east of the city of Merced, Calif. The reservoir « capac ity is 281,200 
acre-feet and the hydroelectric plant develops up to 35,200 kilowatts. 
The mean annual runoff of the river at Exchequer is about 1 million 
acre-feet. Exchequer Dam was built for irrigation and power pur- 
poses; any flood-control benefits are purely incidental, and are only 
by virtue of the existence of the structure across the river. We are 
neither physically nor legally able to operate specifically for flood 
control. 

The present proposal is for the construction of a multiple-purpose 
dam and reservoir at Horseshoe Bend, upstream from the existing 
Exchequer Reservoir. The dam would be 460 feet high, impound 
about 900,000 acre-feet of water and cover an area of 7,000 acres; 
the powerplant would generate 65,000 kilowatts. Operation of the 
project would be integated with that of Exc hequer in all phases of 
irrigation, power production, and flood control. 

The district includes 164,000 acres of irrigated lands, which an- 
nually requires in the neighborhood of 600, 000 acre-feet of water from 
the Merced River. Agricultural development and attendant water 
use have so increased during the past several years that a more de- 
pendable irrigation supply is imperative. W ith present storage facili- 
ties, anything less than a 70 percent of normal flow of the Merced 
River results in impaired crop production and if the flow is down to 
50 percent, it means financial disaster for most of the 3,000 farms 
served by the district, as we have no storage capacity to hold over 
water from wet years to dry ones. There is no question as to the 
market for additional hydroelectri ic energy, as California’s needs in 
this respect are growing every day. 
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In 1939 the Corps of Engineers studied the development and re- 
viewed the figures in 1944. At both times the results indicated an 
unfavorable benefit-cost ratio, although in 1944 it was almost unity. 
Since that time, costs and benefits have changed considerably, due to 
the tremendous increase in population and development of the area. 
The Merced Irrigation District has made some preliminary studies 
at its own expense which indicate that a cooperative Federal-local 
development may be entirely feasible. The District proposes to build 
the project itself and carry the costs of water and power development 
up to the amounts consistent with the benefits derived therefrom. 
The fiood-control reservation would be financed by the United States 
and the project operated by the district within the framework of an 
agreement with the Corps of Engineers. 

That idea is somewhat similar to the plan that appears to have 
been worked out somewhat successfully between the Corps of Engi- 
neers, the city of San Francisco, and the Modesto and Turlock Irriga- 
tion Districts on the Tuolumne River. I think you know of that as 
the Cherry Valley project. In that project use was made of already 
existing structures and an agreement worked out whereby everybody 
got the most benefit they could possibly get out of the public funds 
expended. 

We have gone ahead on our own as much as we possibly could to 
make our own plans, but as Congressman Sisk indicated in his state- 
ment, we are somewhat stymied by not being able to work out the 
flood-control increment for whatever is needed for flood control in 
this proposed project. The Army is the only one we know of that 
would be able to do it. 

The point that is probably not covered in this statement is that for 
a good many years * e have made every effort to operate this project 
for flood control. I did very well with it as engineer for the district 
until the heavy runoff of 1952, when in an effort to protect some down- 
stream landowners who are not even in our district we became in- 
volved in a matter as to whether or not we should completely empty 
our reservoir and sacrifice over $100,000 in power or go ahead and 
operate the thing the way it was originally set up. 

As chief engineer of the district I was stopped from doing that 
because 1 was advised we had no legal right to operate for flood 
control. 

Mr. Jones. Who gave that information to you, Mr. McSwain? 

Mr. McSwaty. That was the opinion of our attorneys, and I had 
to go by it in conformity with the State law. 

Mr. Jones. Did you collaborate with the Corps of Engineers on the 
projects below that as to why you should not have a right to flood 
control in the operation of the entire water ? 

Mr. McSwarn. We conferred with the Corps of Engineers in the 
Sacramento district in every way we could on that. 

Mr. Jones. The reason I asked that question is because it is the first 
time I ever heard of a project in which the owners could not take into 
account the operation of the project to protect the people from floods. 
Is that something unusual? 

Mr. McSwain. Of course, there are not many projects of this type 
in California. Most of them are tied into some sort of a Federal 
obligation. oe so far as I know, and I have been with the district 
a long time, I do not know that we have any obligation to do that. 
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I wish we had it personally, because to have one tributary of a river 
as important as the San Joaquin uncontrolled, and with no regulation, 
is certainly not a desirable state of affairs for anybody. But we have 
made every effort we can until we run into these technical points, 
where we are more or less forced ov 

Mr. Jones. By a preliminary examination are you in a position 
to state at this time what percentage you estimate this project would 
involve in flood control in relation to the total cost of the project ¢ 

Mr. McSwain. I am sorry, sir, but I couldn’t answer that. ‘That is 
one more reason why we are asking that the Army study this, so that 
we can get some of these figures nailed down. 

Mr. Jones. I see. That is all. 

Mr. Davis. Are there any other questions on this side? 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Becker, 

Mr. Becker. In building this reservoir, the upper dam we are talk- 
ing about here, will that of itself control the floods in the area that 
your irrigation district operates ¢ 

Mr. McSwarn. The flood damage being considered in this thing 
is in an area other than the area of our district. 

Mr. Becker. You mean it is outside of your irrigation district ? 

Mr. McSwain. Yes. The area on which the mean annual $125,000 
a year is lost is outside of our district. 

Mr. Becker. If you could not operate for flood control how did 
you go outside of your district to make this survey ? 

Mr. McSwain. We can make the survey on our storage reservoir 
and dam. It is simply a matter in our case here of determining 
whether or not we should make certain reservations on the new project 
for flood control to protect some people down below, or go ahead and 
utilize the whole space for irrigation and power. There is an alterna- 
tive there. It might be possible for us to go ahead, but it leaves one 
river, the tributary of the important San Joaquin, which has abso- 
lutely no control by the Federal Government. I do not feel it is a 
desirable state of affairs. 

Mr. Becker. With all of that information you could not answer 
Mr. Jones’ question as to approximately what percentage of that would 
be flood control on the basis of your survey ? 

Mr. McSwarn. I am sorry. I could not answer it because I think 
it is an Army problem. I would be sticking my neck way out and 
guessing at this point. 

Mr. Becker. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Batpwiy. Mr. McSwain, as I understand it, the point you are 
making is that the Merced is a tributary to the San Joaquin, which 
is 1 of the 2 main rivers in California, and the effect of a flood con- 
dition on the Merced is much more broad than your district because 
every area from your district down the San Joaquin Valley to San 
Francisco Bay is materially affected by any flood condition in any 
major tributary. That is the situation, is it not? 

Mr. McSwain. That is correct. 

Mr. Batpwin. In other words, the point that was made by the 
Army engineers is that $4,500,000 of flood damage was suffered in the 
San Joaquin flood of 1950, and if a major tributary such as the 
Merced was controlled, that the peak of that flood could have been 
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broken. In other words, more flood control on some of the major 
tributaries could have materially reduced the flood damage in the 
entire San Joaquin Basin. That would be accurate, would it not? 

Mr. McSwaty. That is absolutely correct, Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. Bautpwin. As I understand your point about you folks not be- 
ing in a position to determine the flood-control phase of this project, 
you, being a local irrigation district, have cae no experience on a 
yroad scale in studying the flood-control relationship to projects as 
a whole, but the Army engineers do this all the time all over the 
country, and you are calling on them for help. Is that an accurate 
statement, Mr. McSwain ? 

Mr. McSwary. That is correct. 

Mr. Batpwiy. As I understand it further, you folks are prepared 
to put up all of the costs required for the building of the dam as far 
as the irrigation water is concerned and the w ater for power is con- 
cerned, but you feel that the effect of this dam is so major on the whole 

watershed that you want to be sure that the flood-control aspects are 
fully studied and properly developed so that it will have the most 
beneficial effect on the San Joaquin and Merced Basins? 

Mr. McSwarn. That is exactly the point, and it is very well stated. 

Mr. Davis. Are there any other questions 

Mr. Jones. Just one question, Mr. Chairman. 

To whom do you sell the electricity which you generate on your 
existing project ? 

Mr. McSwarn. At this time to the Pacific Gas & Electric Co., a pub- 
lic utility. We sell at wholesale at the powerplant and they maintain 
a line out. 

Mr. Jones. And you would have a purchaser if the project would 
be constructed ? 

Mr. McSwarn. There is no question about that. I do not know 
whether it would be the Pacific Gas & Electric or not. 

Mr. Jones. Is there any need for additional generating capacity 
in that area ? 

Mr. McSwatrn. Is is growing every day. They are building plants 
all over northern California, 

Mr. Jones. That is all. 

(The rest of the prepared statement of Mr. McSwain is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF KENNETH R. McSwain, CHIi£F ENGINEER OF THE MERCED 
IRRIGATION District, MERCED, CALIF. 


While the district has already spent about $44,000 in its studies, it is not 
within our ability to attempt an investigation of flood-control benefits and 
costs. This is partly due to the fact that the Merced River is a tributary to the 
San Joaquin River. The latter has a much more complicated flood problem, the 
solution of which will take into account the operation of a number of Federal and 
locally owned projects. The Corps of Engineers is the only agency capable of 
making studies and recommendations of such wide scope. 

It is my understanding that before any Federal funds can be expended on a 
project of this nature, studies must be made to determine its over all feasibility 
and to protect the investment of the United States. The Corps of Engineers 
is the appropriate agency for making such determinations. 

I wish to emphasize that this would be a joint Federal-local project with 
full participation in the portions chargeable to irrigation and power by the 
Merced irrigation District, a publicly owned body existing under the laws of the 
State of California. The district plans to finance, construct, operate, and control 
the irrigation and power features of the project, but is requesting that the 
United States investigate the flood-control features so that all the public funds 
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used will be spent to the best advantage. While it may be possible to ignore 
flood control in our planning, such an omission has never been considered seri- 
ously; I feel that it would be extremely shortsighted to do so and that it 
would be contrary to the principles of orderly water development in California 
and the Nation. 


IRRIGATION 


The district will be able to deliver irrigation water every year until October 
15 under the development plan. Our present works only provide sufficient water 
to last until about July 1 in subnormal years such as 1924, 1931, and 1984. 
It is probable that this year we will be out of water in July, as precipitation 
has been extremely light 

The best available information reveals a market value loss to the community 
of over $6 million when we stop irrigation in July. 


POWER 


Power could be generated at Horseshoe Bend when irrigation water is not 
required and the water impounded at Exchequer Reservoir downstream, where 
it could be released through the Exchequer turbines during the irrigation season. 
We estimate that the average annual energy from the 2 plants would amount 
to about 350 million kilowatt-hours. 


FLOOD CONTROL 


The capacity of the Merced River Channel is about 5,000 cubic feet per 
second. When the flow exceeds this amount there is heavy damage to valuable 
agricultural lands, homes, roads, and bridges. The mean annual flood damage 
is estimated at $106,000 per year on the Merced River alone. This does not 
include damage on the San Joaquin River, which may be attributed to the 
erratic discharge of the Merced; destruction on the San Joaquin may well 
exceed that on the Merced. 

Damaging floods have occurred many times since Exchequer Dam was com- 
pleted in 1926. The greatest discharge was 24,000 cubic feet per second in 
December 1950. 

In our preliminary studies we planned flood-control reservations that would 
provide a maximum discharge of 5,000 cubic feet per second below Exchequer, 
which should afford good protection along the Merced River and also on the 
San Joaquin. This figure is only our best estimate and is subject to revision by 
the Corps of Engineers. 

With flood-control features included in the development it would be possible 
to utilize the existing Exchequer Reservoir in connection with the new reservoir. 
This has been impossible in the past because of our limited capacity; any signi- 
ficant floodwater reservation would jeopardize our yields of water and power. 


FILINGS 


The district has filed an application for additional storage and for increased 
power generation on the Merced River with the division of water resources of the 
State of California. These applications were filed December 23, 1954, and are Nos. 
16186 and 16187. 

On February 28, 1955, we filed an application for a preliminary permit (No. 
2179) with the Federal Power Commission, as United States lands will be flooded. 


WORK ACCOMPLISHED BY MERCED IRRIGATION DISTRICT 


We have estimated our water requirements for the time that the district 
reaches its ultimate development, and we have determined the total storage neces- 
sary for a firm irrigation supply. 

We have made studies of power production, using monthly records over a 30- 
year period of measured river discharge, and applying our ultimate irrigation 
needs thereto. 

A more or less arbitrary flood control reservation was considered when this 
work was done, as noted under Flood Control. 

Preliminary filings have been made with the State and Federal Power Com- 
mission, as heretofore stated. 

We have recently completed a survey of the proposed reservoir site, the maps 
being on a scale of 200 feet to the inch and showing 10-foot contours. 
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These data are all available to the Corps of Engineers if your committee au- 
thorizes a review report and provides funds for the work. 

To date the district has spent $44,000 on its investigations and I firmly believe 
that the Merced Irrigation District board of directors intends to pursue the 
studies to a satisfactory conclusion as to the project’s feasibility. 


CONTINUATION OF STUDIES 


As soon as we have determined the reservoir capacity more accurately from 
the maps we have recently received, a more detailed check should be made on 
the geology of the reservoir and damsite. 

A preliminary dam design should be prepared and the power output figures 
should be refined. 

While the district is willing to undertake this work it is almost impossible 
to obtain any degree of accuracy until the flood control factors are determined. 
For this reason it is absolutely essential to our planning to have the Corps of 
Ixngineers enter into the work at the earliest possiMe date. The full cooperation 
of the district is assured. 





EXTRACT FROM RESOLUTION, Boarp OF DIRECTORS, 
MERCED IRRIGATION DISTRICT 


Whereas the existing storage facilities on the Merced River are inadequate 
to supply necessary flood control on said river and the San Joaquin River below 
the mouth of the Merced River ; and 

Whereas flood damages along the Merced and San Joaquin Rivers amount to 
many thousands of dollars annually; and 

Whereas the Merced Irrigation District owns and controls the major irriga- 
tion and power dam on the Merced River and finds it periodically insufficient to 
supply the district’s needs; and 

Whereas it is the sentiment of the board of directors of the Merced Irriga- 
tion District that immediate steps should be taken to investigate the feasibility of 
additional irrigation and power development and flood control on the Merced 
River, and offers its cooperation to the United States Government in this re- 
spect: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Committee on Public Works of the United States House 
of Representatives be requested to authorize the Corps of Engineers, Depart- 
ment of Army, to conduct a review study of their past investigations on the 
Merced River. 


I, Kenneth R. McSwain, duly appointed secretary pro tem. of the board of di- 
rectors of Merced Irrigation District, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a 
true and correct copy of a resolution adopted at a regular meeting of the board 
of directors of Merced Irrigation District held on the Ist day of June 1954. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto affixed my hand and the seal of the said 
district, this 4th day of June 1954. 


[SEAL] KENNETH R. McSwain, 


Secretary pro tem., Merced Irrigation District. 


n 
< 
Wy 
Zz 
=“ 
N 
a 
_ 
Pe 
a 
z 
© 
je] 
& 
Z 
° 
oO 
Q 
o 
Q 
4 
_ 


4 } 
' 
a 


\ 


ce 


ONVUS 2 


| 
tit 
| 


& 


7 


a 
| ‘ 
, 


59 ] sit 
| 


Te a5 ivi w 
. ‘\ 
=] 


yp h¥vannoe ain 


a 














JOHS ISUOH 
Q3sodoud 





sTuN 4 2 $ y tz J 2 
VINNOdI IVD 
ALNNOD GaduaNW 
LIIYLSIC NOILVOINYT G3Du3aW 
aHL 40 
dVW 











12 FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 


FINANCIAL STATEMENT OF SECRETARY AND ANNUAL REPORT OF CHIEF ENGINEER, 
MeRcED IRRIGATION DISTRICT, MERCED, CALIF., AS OF DECEMBER 31, 1954 


Directors: E. B. Wood, Joseph A. Wolf, Henry C. Menke, George T. Mack, 
Milton M. Reiman. 

Officers: E. B. Wood, president; Milton M. Reiman, vice president; Carl T. 
Christianson, secretary; J. A. Law, assessor-collector; Max E. Harness, treas- 
wrer; Kenneth R. MeSwain, chief engineer; C. Ray Robinson, Attorney. 


FINANCIAL STATEMENT OF SECRETARY 


Bond and interest obligations 








Year Principal ee pen aaa 
Interest Principal Totals 
1941 $7, 000, 000 $140, 000 $95, 000 
1942 6, 905, 000 276, 200 99, 000 
1943 6, 806, 000 272, 240 103, 000 
1944 6, 703, 000 268, 120 107, 000 375, 120 
1945 6, 596, 000 263, 840 111, 000 374, 840 
1946 6, 485, 000 259, 400 116, 000 375, 400 
1947 6, 369, 000 254, 760 120, 000 | 374, 760 
1948 6, 249, 000 249, 960 125, 000 | 374, 960 
1949 6, 124, 000 244, 960 130, 000 374, 960 
1950 5, 994, 000 239, 760 | 135, 000 | 374, 760 
1951 5, 859, 000 | 234, 360 141, 000 375, 360 
1952 5, 718, 000 228, 720 147, 000 375, 720 
1953 5, 571, 000 222, 840 152, 000 374, 840 
1954 5, 419, 000 216, 760 158, 000 374, 760 
Subtotal iy 3, 371, 920 1, 739, 000 5, 110, 920 
1955 5, 261, 000 210, 440 164, 000 374, 440 
1956 5, 097, 000 203, 880 171, 000 374, 880 
1957 4, 926, 000 197, 040 178, 000 375, 040 
1958 4, 748, 000 189, 920 185, 000 374, 920 
1959 4, 563, 000 182, 520 192, 000 374, 520 
1960 4, 371, 000 174, 840 200, 000 374, 840 
1961 4, 171, 000 166, 840 208, 000 374, 840 
1962 3, 963, 000 158, 520 216, 000 374, 520 
1963 3, 747, 000 149, 880 225, 000 374, 880 
1964 3, 522, 000 140, 880 234, 000 374, 880 
1965 3, 288, 000 131, 520 244, 000 | 375, 520 
1966 3, 044, 000 121, 760 253, 000 374, 760 
1967 2, 791, 000 111, 640 263, 000 374, 640 
1968 2, 528, 000 101, 120 274, 000 | 375, 120 
1969 2, 254, 000 90, 160 285, 000 | 375, 160 
1970 1, 969, 000 78, 760 297, 000 375, 760 
1971 1, 672, 000 66, 880 309, 000 375, 880 
1972 1, 363, 000 54, 520 321, 000 375, 520 
1973 1, 042, 000 41, 680 334, 000 375, 680 
1974 708, 000 28, 320 347, 000 375, 320 
1975-_-_- 361, 000 14, 440 361, 000 375, 440 
Subtotal 5, 560 5, 261, 000 | 
Grand total , 480 7, 000, 000 
Cash on hand 
Dee. 31, 1953 | Plus income | 188 xPend-| noe 31, 1954 
itures 
Bond principal fund. $18, 000. 00 $158, 000. 00 $173, 000. 00 $3, 000. 00 
Bond interest fund 114, 316. 74 213, 600. 00 216, 860. 00 111, 056. 74 
Bond reserve fund 19, 247. 97 155. 08 19, 403. 05 
Total bond fund 151, 564. 71 371, 755. 08 389, 860. 00 133, 459. 79 
General fund 567, 238.36 | 1,372, 223.42 | 1, 297, 124.77 642, 337. 01 
Total all funds : ‘ 718, 803.07 | 1, 743,978.50 | 1, 686, 984. 77 775, 796. 80 
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Cash on hand and United States bonds 
Bond interest 


and princi- aes sere Generalfund| 7 otal, all 

pal funds unds 
Cash balance Dec. 31, 1954_ _- $114, 056. 74 $19, 403. 05 $642. 337.01 $775. 796. 80 
Plus U. S. Government bonds. - - . 25, 000. 00 375, 000. 00 650, 000. 00 1, 050, 000. 00 


Total fund balance and bonds 139, 056. 74 394, 403.05 1, 292, 337. 01 1, 825, 796. 80 


Assessment data 


1954-55 1953-54 1952-53 1951-52 
Gross area of district, acres 163, 864 163, 864 163, 864 163, 864 
Acreage assessed 148, 576 148, 576 148, 576 148, 576 
Assessed valuation $16, 474, 835.00 | $16, 426,275.00 $16, 260, 885. 00 $15, 790, 580. 00 
Tax rate per $100 valuation $4. 00 $4. 00 $4. 00 $4. 00 
Total tax levy ols ' $659, 096. 40 $657, 154. 00 $650, 538. 40 $631, 726. 20 
Percent delinquent : : i _ 4. 335 3.89 2 289 
Amount delinquent on tax sale date $28, 491. 56 $22, 723. 04 $20, 780. 20 


Total amount delinquent (tax sales cer- 


tificate) as of Dec. 31, 1954 $30, 866. 81 


Balance sheet, Dec. 31, 1954 


ASSETS 
Current assets: 


Cash on band $775, 796. 80 
Bonds, U. 8. Government !_ _~ $1, 050, 000. 00 
Current assessments (unpaid) - 190, 583. 66 
Tax sales certificates _ _- 4 2 30, 866. 81 
Materials and supplies - _ - 88, 536. 70 
Miscellaneous accounts receivable _ __ _- 26, 343. 78 
eS 1, 386, 320. 95 
Total current assets___- 2, 162, 117. 75 
Fixed assets: 
General properties - _. $20, 269, 009. 28 
General equipment_ - _ - _- 189, 453. 28 
District-owned tax-deeded land ___- 5, 275. 87 
- —— 20, 463, 738. 43 
Grand total assets _ - ee 22, 625, 856. 18 
LIABILITIES 
Current liabilities: 
Unpaid matured interest coupons $1, 860. 00 
Unpaid matured bonds outstanding __ 3, 000. 00 
Other accounts payable_ __ 2, 849. 46 
Total current liabilities__- 7, 709. 46 
Fi ed liabilities: 
Bond debt- $5, 264, 000. 00 
Current assessments and tax certificates 
(contra) - baal ee 32s 221, 450. 47 
District-owned tax-deeded land (contra) __-_ 5, 275. 87 
Surplus (excess of assets) - A 17, 127, 420. 38 
—_——————————- 22, 618, 146. 72 
Grand total liabilities _ - ; : 22, 625, 856. 18 


1 These bonds consist of the following: 
General fund U. 8. Treasury notes 
Bond interest and principal fund, United States bonds, series G 
Bond reserve fund, United States bonds, series G 


. $650, 000 
25, 000 
375, 000 
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Annual statement of receipts and expenditures 


Cash balance, Dec. 31, 1953 
Add—Cash collections: 
Current taxes: 
First installment, 1954—55_ 
Second installment, 1953 
54... ae = 


Delinquent taxes: 
1952-53 
1951 52 
1950—-51_ 
1949-50 
1948-49 
1947—48 


Interest on redemptions - 
Interest on bank balances 
Interest on Government bonds. 
Sale of electric energy - 
Real-estate rentals 
Water tolls 
Miscellaneous 
ment rentals, 
Less net income credits 


services, 
ete 


equip- 


Subtotal, income 
Plus other cash collections: 
United States bonds: 
Series H 
Series G-_ 
Series A 
State of California: 
Stream Group 
U.S. Air Force: 
Pipeline work 
Miscellaneous sales and 
services - 


Merced 


Total cash on hand and collections_- 


Deduct expenditures: 
Capital maintenance: 
Materials and equipment__ 
Real estate and improve- 
ments_ 
Canal extensions, drainage_ 
Canal betterments_ 
Drainage and _ irrigation 
wells ac Saat ei aa el 
General overhead: 
Board of directors 
Legal expense 
Engineering expense 
General office 
Treasurer’s office 
Assessor-collector’s office 


| Red figures. 


$468, 503. 94 


178, 865. 66 


4, 948. 19 
2, 038. 17 
909. 27 
372. 27 
136. 69 
2.12 


182. 87 
1, 246. 49 
360. 00 
789. 90 
6, 932. 50 
371. 63 


, 954. 85 
(5, 838. 80) 


50, 
50, 
250, 


000. 00 
000. 00 
000. 00 
97, 932. 60 
9, 660. 00 


, 610. 15 


32, 140. 24 
1 (325. 00) 


504. 71 
99, 202. 65 


24, 495. 78 





356. 73 
130. 10 
559. 29 
797. 84 
540. 00 
19, 094. 16 


6, 
3, 
42, 
27, 
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$718, 803. 07 


$647, 369. 60 


8, 406. 71 


626, 999. 44 


1, 282, 775. 75 


461, 202. 75 


1, 743, 978. 50 





Anis . 2, 462, 781. 57 


156, 018. 38 


99, 478. 12 
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Deduct expenditures—Continued 
Refunds, insurance, ete.: 

een ware. ee 

Compensation insurance 

Casualty insurance and 
fidelity bonds 

Damage payments 

Irrigation districts associa- 
tion dues oa 

Election expense « 

Employees social sec urity, 
retirement and group in- 
surance____- 

Uncollectible 


accounts 


re- 
ceivable ae alte 
Deeded tax property ex- 
pense _ _ . 
Irrigation operations: 
Distribution of water 
Maintenance and _ repair, 
canals and structures 


Drainage operations: 
Operation of drainage wells 
Maintenance and _ repair, 
canals and structures 


Powerhouse operations: 
Station operation 
Plant and equipment main- 
tenance 


Subtotal, M. and O_ 
Other general fund expenditures: 
Water toll and miscellane- 
ous refunds 
Accounts receivable and 
debit entries _ _- 
United States bonds, 
K- 


series 


Total, general fund ex- 
penditures 


Refunding bond interest fund: In- 
terest coupons a 
Refunding bond principal fund: Re- 


funding bonds retired 


Grand total, expenditures 


Cash balance, Dec. 31, 1954 


RIVERS AND HARBORS 


$40. 00 
11, 242. 85 
, 268. 36 
043. ¢ 


-— OO 


. 14 
. 86 


. 66 


1. 80 


$50, 766. 26 


» 1638: 73 
346, 794 


191, 948. 56 


119, 960. 


23, 270. 4: 


143, 230. 70 


20, 586. 
33, 879. 


— , 465. 86 


5, 907. 88 


1, 191. 05 


100, 025. 84 


200, 000. 00 
ome 301, 


216. 89 


99 


_. 1, 297, 124. 77 


216, 860. 00 


173, | 000. 00 


389, 860. 00 


$1 


796. 


, 686, 984. 77 


80 
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CHIEF ENGINEER’S ANNUAL REPORT 


BoarpD OF DIRECTORs, 
Merced Irrigation District, Merced, Calif. 


GENTLEMEN: The following is my report on operation, maintenance, and 
construction for the year 1954: 


Operation 


1. Water distribution for irrigation season (Mar. 27 to Sept. 10) 


Acre-feet Percent 
Total discharge at Exchequer : i Gi : _. 2... 6, 260 =100 





Riparians on Merced River jacatete Ge ote ae ae 8 
Spilled at Exchequer ; : : , .-.='. 92,800 14 
Losses from Exchequer to diversions__________-__- oe , 7, 800 1 
Diverted to Merced Irrigation District_____ = f a. 494, 400 77 

Be. oe a> - Sa ee . _._. 646, 200 100 
Diverted to Merced Irrigation District_________- an... 28, 460 82 


Pumped from wells ees wees tec cate. ee 18 


Total : . eer ane : ounce, mee 





Delivered to irrigators 








Spilled jasntinUeanttvce inet acess ae. 6 
Losses , a oi daisies eee tates 88, 700 15 
Total : BS 5 acta i aici Apts ea oe 100 

2. Crop acreages and water duty 








ee Percentage Sa 
Crop ae Acreage of total - mee 
acreage 
Alfalfa , 73, 942 | 16, 997 15.8 4. 35 
Beans. 1,049 516 0.5 2.03 
Corn : 5, 448 1, 907 1.8 2. 86 
Cotton e 5, 021 2,174 2.0 2.31 
Garden $oedions uit 2, 483 603 .6 4.12 
Grain : 2, 341 2, 355 2.2 99 
Melons ; : ‘ 5, 736 1, 523 1.4 3.77 
Permanent pasture __- 172, 523 35, 844 33. 5 4.81 
Wild pasture - 13, 510 3, 912 3.6 3. 45 
Sweetpotatoes__- 17, 033 4, 125 3.8 4.13 
Rice : ; 41, 857 6, 603 6.2 6. 34 
Sudan 1,032 342 .3 3.02 
Tomatoes ; = 11,042 2, 473 2.3 4. 46 
Trees: | 
Almond ; antares 15, 374 5, 055 4.7 3. 04 
; owe 15, 666 6, 559 6.1 2. 39 
Peach. 23, 512 6, 312 5.9 3.72 
Miscellaneous. ; - 3, 258 1, 053 1.0 3.10 
Total trees ‘ 57, 810 18, 979 17.7 3. 06 
Vines ; ; 28, 355 8, 344 7.8 3. 40 
Open land ; 573 515 a 1.11 
Total 5 ; 440, 243 107, 329 100. 0 4.10 
Acreage irrigated by private pumps (not included in above totals) ; a 3, 401 
Number of separate parcels served by Merced irritation district system sian Coupon .. 2,979 


A Re aN RE et at RR tet Se 


acter: ee a dale eae ars — 


ch cp aennene 


races A em AO A EO 
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3. Ground water 


The following table indicates the average depth to static water in 206 section 
corner test wells for the summer during the last 21 years. 


Depth Depth 
Year: in feet | Year—Continued in feet 
a ee Pees, ee ee 5. 69 TR acd a aa 5. 98 
a ee ce 4. 94 di ee 6. 01 
a oa 5. 26 lo ins shianiathclubiedtect anes tie ie 
el al AR cl OE RE 5. 44 Ps ici cisteiah ania sate Siaet Be te bee 6. 73 
ES a ee 5. 21 et a ie a 6. 68 
eg ene et eT 6. 16 ea a a 6. 73 
a ee 5. 69 I iti i Si BE en Ss 6. 36 
i ce 5.13 | a a ke 6. 45 
i NR ie 6. 08 ee ee 
a ne se unmginm el iia cckncnttiasuie aie er 6. 87 
Oh i ge 5. 73 





4. Powerhouse operation 


The powerplant was put in operation on March 20, 1954, with 156,400 acre-feet 
of storage, and ran continuously until September 8, when storage was down to 
9,500 acre-feet. These dates of operation cover only the period of the irrigation 
season, as early snow conditions did not justify the generation of power before 
the irrigation demand started. 

An early warm-weather period caused a rapid snowmelt; as a result the reser- 
voir filled rapidly and 92,600 acre-feet were lost over the spillways. This had the 
effect of shortening the irrigation season and lowering power sales revenue. 

No mechanical difficulties were experienced during the entire year. 

Production amounted to 107,738,200 kilowatt-hours, 88,090,200 of which were 
sold under contract at 4.5 mills and the balance of 19,648,000 kilowatt-hours at 
1.75 mills under special agreement with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. Total 
earnings were $430,789.90. 


Maintenance and repairs 
1. Canals and drains 


Aggregate hauled, cubic yards__-_____-~_- acct eebalalbitit Pesetcs BUD 4, 600 
Dirt trucked for repairs, cubic yards________~- pitiebeee ee _._. 100, 200 
Dirt trucked for concere lining, cubic yards__ Suetecasee ; A 6, 300 
Miles canal cleaned—dirt work____- i Nee seas eta 82 
Miles canal sprayed—oil, soil sterilant and 2,4-D___ na os 5 
Miles canal sprayed—willow control___._-__----_-_--_------_---~~- 66 


ees Chee Paes 5... se : 202 
Miles canal cleaned—water weeds______ 
Miles canal disked___-__--__-_- * _ ; a coat 
Miles canal mowed (banks)__-_-_--~ er Bele oe a oe dates ehexamtie student 197 


ee ee ee nomnaocomeanmeememmee . 62 
ee ee ema neecuees Se palinceenoins sate nes tania . 12 
Number breaks repaired—dirt sections___________-___~- peace was 22 
Number breaks repaired—lined sections_________ se diagdaa a tasepuncacavak di poncenomiea aia 4 
Dee sar Clee, Bee See. nw eeenwennen T 
Miles drain cleaned—water weeds___________-___-__----____-_______- 22 
Miles canal bank cleaned of willow and bamboo___-_--_--__- eae 15 
2. Structures 
Wood checks replaced by concrete or metal____- diipadeiianndannin si nhe adie’ s pha 80 
eee eee OE ea ee Shaan at 1 
Checks and droge repaired..____........____....... a alist ia eed 40 
Wooden deliveries replaced with metal____-______-__-_____-___- Bidets 67 
POOR) SRN INO iter Lk Se he De aie 
I a Rares carats restating ee esl ssw oscsinert eam ene eieweneeremenen 29 
SE OTOP aii ics aia at jPese es aes 21 
eas I a a ea 92 
NIN areca satire ease ari een ew tne ae 0 
riage Gna croming Tepeme. oo ee ERTL Ea oe 49 
IN ca reclame 118 
IN a er a sical 1 
Ia UN tach acc i oes eens is csvener se eserereoenenepenterereeatares ean 30 


wipe extended and seplaced (test) ...<.-<-.<.~~. ~~... L---.__. 2e 
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8. Upper works 


(a) Annual shutdown maintenance at powerhouse including cleaning, paint- 
ing, and servicing Larner-Johnson valves, cleaning generators, overhauling oil 
circuit breakers, repairing station air compressor, repairing exciters, cleaning 
and servicing powerhouse machinery, etc. 

(b) Maintenance of campgrounds and cottages including sewer-line and water- 
line repairs, painting cottages, cleaning drainage ditches, etc. 

(c) Insulation tests on generator windings, exciters, motors, and electric 
equipment in powerhouse. 

(ad) Repairs on turbine runners, water seal glands, and other turbine aux- 
iliaries. 

(e) Installed new wiring in plant telephone circuits, wing gate power circuits, 
and station cooling fan circuits. 

(f) Installed new wiring in river water level indicator circuits and installed 
new guide cables and float on lake level indicator. 


4. Pump and electrical department 


I at cecla 56 
can ae ah eet ceca ne 
I ala a daa aa imine 
i el dart ae saan aR aaa sdatesanieikerusaniirainmien 12 
Repairs to houses__-_-. ic ae aN a a i i a 27 
I la ieee ent 4 
I a a el 10 


Maintained and operated 151 drainage and irrigation pumps and 14 booster 
plants during the entire year. 


Garage 

0 RD OE URN ON i hhc deh ch gcant eae Aaland ncaetin didi ash inlle 624 
Repairs to tractors and mowers____________~_ stapled Sot SYS Re apres uit 185 
mensire to cranes and Oxcarvacors....~..<5~ a. ncn-oenconnss ae a 153 
ITP EO OR ed ee 159 
Repairs to. portable -pumps.._=.. et S ratalceaaiieeoisieames nate oat 62 


meine 60 SORTA) PAIRS nn oe ee 98 
EUIMRIRT SD MUR ARTRR RRND OQ icant nec bib ims has lbh aes 24 
Narabentss 170 


peaseeiianeous Pepeire...... ces 
Mechanical equipment as of Dec. 31, 1954 
ENN IN coe os cre tee ecntaren . 1 
ROR te eteies aaa baleeeiaiclgaa ik aedeCcicreg i Mii i talent daa al 4+ 
Crawler tractors 


- cciaiad acl ecto mtn inetd aia aaa a eed 4 
Wheel tractors________ Baca cad ee eile aha apa Sa 4 
Draglines__ hae  ciecexea et alaccabaatas Tera Sesteas’ ale aiiee aces eine elle a tala Rea eias 5 
I Os ase kde anual mse a eal ieacitianbecaiees 1 
IRI NU a atenseaptinr adept csp cb cision Sslonsandei eas acacia lain gaip 1 
Well rigs Se sa pneu ards noch saa ks cep thse les aan as esc ana eosdeai eee eae lini nticasla Reape Moai 2 
nn MO oe haste teeeaspaiven saad bicdaliaib miacesaitmemniebineaiinis icaceiiimendiien winilecat ae 1 
aco: clbcls cease cescabotsnecs fapaoiceeomapesRcmnoedibelbo caer eualiaiiaes anaes a Sa 1 
a I as ciceiienes BEL os Goce nonaedindaaicanmcads aitiniataieiadams mess dee ines Seat 1 
enn I = on sack ean nine aie ae na eeeeias ences Settee 5 
ra ON innings ass aes cap eioeais ceca ioin on omens 5 
Co sso la a cme aie 1 
I a at nacen 1 
ET ROO AG DERI a aicincseiccetarieeee halt dae ache idee bce ust 1 
Engineering department 

Miles canal and pipeline profile on M. I. D. system ____.--------------_-- 71 
Miles creek profile (for State of California) _._..._.____-__---...-.--.---. 388 
Miles profile for farm pipeline and ditches_____________-__-___ ~suttiphctad tite 14 
a MIR I in ice re Use 4 
Miles of creek cross-sections (for State of California) ~.-_-_..--.-.--__--- 386 
Miles canal sraces Tor COMBUTUCTION.... no eee elena 44 
Miles creek grades for construction (for State of California) -....__.--_- 16 
I i a al am ee ae 1, 552 
SANE: MOSES CIGAR iia ces eens eine eeGbaNe annals 2, 408 
TE OES. TOE — CE) FG i i i eee cece ns ceswenncttiihbkin 402 
Pees S08t weirs InMRUed gk ee ie dels atk beksnca 15 
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Beeorder charts changes... ...4..—...5-...~..5. ta aE ae ba 821 
Current meter measurements___—____--_---_- Gti bdeinn tals cn spncmeminibands SO 
I, ies cisco ce cettndowhs amtoamiinnthe bbabntbcnsiveii abies sited 147 
I I A I i li eld td nS ermal ts atin 7, 584 
NE I i cnsicercsgncd a gten bibl wee tnap nig Ciba ee , 7 


New construction 


Portions of the Arena Canal, McCoy Lateral, and the Nineteen Hundred 
Lateral were concrete lined. <A total of 152,200 square feet were poured, the total 
length being 1.94 miles. 

Concrete pipeline was installed in certain reaches of the Arundel, Plainsburg, 
Savanna, and Martin “C” Laterals, this total length being 1.84 miles. 

Five new drainage wells and one new irrigation well were completed during 
the year, one installation requiring 400 feet of pipeline for discharge into a canal. 

Two new boosters were installed in order to reclaim waste water and improve 
service. 

At the point where the Fairfield Canal crosses Bear Creek the siphon capacity 
was increased by the addition of a 36-inch reinforced concrete pipeline; this will 
serve to eliminate occasional water shortage below Bear Creek during the peak 
of the water season. 

The district continued its planning, engineering, supervision, and actual con- 
struction for the State of Californian on the Merced County stream group. Mari- 
posa Creek was virtually completed, about half the clearing on Bear and Burns 
Creeks was completed by the year’s end, and work was begun on Miles and Owens 
Creeks. The arrangement continues to be satisfactory to both the State and 
district. 

No concrete lining was planned for the 1954-55 work season, as all equipment 
was needed for maintenance and repair to the larger unlined canals in the district, 
such as the Main, Livingston, and Le Grand Canals. The lining program should 
be resumed in 1955-56. 

Personnel 

The following were department heads during 1954: 
R. E. Schmidt, assistant engineer 
L. D. Boysen, construction superintendent 
Joe E. McMurry, water superintendent 
Myron E. Williams, exchequer superintendent 
Ray Rich, electrician and pump superintendent 
I. V. Abbott, shop foreman 

No employees were retired during the year. 

The average number of individuals on the payroll was 153, the maximum 
Leing 169 in June and the minimum 136 in December. 

The total payroll was $534,632.03, an average of $3,494 per employee. 
Services 

Water service was good and somewhat improved over 1953, although the 
season was the shortest in 20 years, ending on September 10. 

The engineering department continued to assist growers in planning land 
leveling, pipeline installations, aud other irrigation improvements. 

Statistics 

Gross acreage___-____- Lx pet ae to tetas 163, 864 
Irrigable acres________-_- a cnepiaig sind mniep ow abtbapnacioincgemisaeiacae cae as, ao 
Irrigated in 1964_........ in ; eee 110, 730 
Total miles canais. ._.......... seaecel : oe 723 
Miles concrete lining. __~- 133. 95 


| eae Ss roi sd arisassestives ariacsianisieddncsmana Tamme 
Miles pipeline from wells____.____--_---_-__- Fo cleen's ts pirates ae aS 30. 75 
Number drainage wells____-____-__~- Oe ca atelectasis einai as 127 
Ne nen ee ivaimisalin ends cavahientantenans eimai casnatnesementdinnemeninin 24 
Wood checks and drops____----------- seenilesase sce neanaine 478 
Concrete checks and drops___--- acne il gs neces atleiteibartas at 1, 228 
TO ci bin ee ncanaeecemrenioreenamienennnaainavs 21 
Dee (eee i ' capes sirable : 4, 257 
Pees aee Cenreree. | att pid abs ; 410 
Automatic water recorder stations____- sas ecepmaesibaaieusniaiene 29 
Number of residences (including upper works) ne sie Solas tal 29 


Capacity of Lake McClure in acre-feet_________ eat _._ 281, 200 
Kva capacity of Exchequer generators_____________________-____-___ 35, 000 
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During the year the district contracted for a survey to determine the amount of 
storage space available above the Horseshoe Bend dam site upstream from 
Exchequer. Results of this survey will be known in 1955. 

In December of 1954 the district filed an application with the division of water 
resources for 900,000 acre-feet additional storage and for the generation of 
64,000 kilowatts more on the Merced River. The division granted a 1-year period 
in which to complete details of the application. 

Further discussions were held with the United States Corps of Engineers 
regarding flood control and steps were taken toward getting congressional author- 
ization to have the corps review the project. 

The office of the State Engineer of California has cooperated with the district 
in preliminary studies of the project. 

Respectfully submitted. 

KENNETH R. MoSwarn, Chief Engineer. 


Mr. Davis. I thank all of you gentlemen. We will take this matter 
up further in executive session. 


(Whereupon, at 10: 30 a. m. the hearing in the above-entitled matter 
was concluded.) 
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FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 
MISCELLANEOUS PROJECTS 


TUESDAY, MAY 17, 1955 


Hovuse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF FLoop CONTROL OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 


Washington, D.C. 


H. R. 4361 ann H. R. 43862 


The committee met at 2 p. m., pursuant to call, in room 1302, New 
House Office Building, Hon. Clifford Davis, chairman of the subcom- 
mittee, presiding. 

Mr. Davis. The committee will please be in order. 

This subcommittee is meeting this afternoon for consideration of 


companion bills, H. R. 4361 and H. R. 4362, introduced by our col- 
leagues Mr. Harris of Arkansas and Mr. Patman of Texas. 
It is designed to amend section 203 and title 2 of Public Law 780 


passed in the 83d Congress. 
(The bills referred to follow :) 


[H. R. 4361, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


; A BILL To amend the Act entitled “An Act authorizing the construction, repair, and 
4 preservation of certain public works on rivers and harbors for navigation, flood control, 
: and for other purposes,”’ approved September 3, 1954 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 203, title II, of Public Law 780, 
Eighty-third Congress, be amended by adding thereto the subtitle, 


“RED RIVER BASIN” 


: and the following wording under that subtitle: 

“That the existing flood-control project for Red River below Denison Dam be 
modiiied to provide for improvements substantially in accordance with the con- 
struction plans recommended in the report of the Chief of Engineers in House 
Document Numbered 488, Eighty-third Congress: Provided, That local interests 
shall contribute toward the costs of construction, maintenance, and operation of 
Cooper Reservoir the amounts allocated to water supply; and shall, with respect 
to other features of the modified project, give assurances satisfactory to the 
Secretary of the Army that they will— 

“(a) provide without cost to the United States all lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way, and make alterations and relocations of highways and related 
facilities, and utilities except railroads, necessary for the construction ; 

“(b) hold and save the United States free from damages due to the 


) construction ; and 

4 “(e) maintain and operate all works after completion, and preserve 

: channel capacities by preventing encroachment, in accordance with regu- 
lations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army.” 

i Sec. 2. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 

; necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 
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[H. R. 4362, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Act entitled “An Act authorizing the construction, repair, and 
preservation of certain public works on rivers and harbors for navigation, flood control, 
and for other purposes,” approved September 3, 1954 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That section 208, title II, of Public 
Law 780, Eighty-third Congress, be amended by adding thereto the subtitle, 


“RED RIVER BASIN” 


and the following wording under that subtitle: 

“That the existing flood-control project for Red River below Denison Dam 
be modified to provide for improvements substantially in accordance with the 
construction plans recommended in the report of the Chief of Engineers in 
House Document Numbered 488, Eighty-third Congress: Provided, That local 
interests shall contribute toward the costs of construction, maintenance, and 
operation of Cooper Reservoir the amounts allocated to water supply; and shall, 
with respect to other features of the modified project, give assurances satis- 
fac tory to the Secretary of the Army that they will— 

(a) provide without cost to the United States all lands, easements, and 
iadenacieaae and make alterations and relocations of highways and re- 
lated facilities, and utilities except railroads, necessary for the construction ; 

“(b) hold and save the United States free from damages due to the 
construction ; and 


“(c) maintain and operate all works after completion and preserve chan- 
nel capacities by preventing encroachment, in accordance with regulations 
prescr ibed by the Secretary of the Army.” : 

Sec. 2. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
nec essary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

Mr. Davis. We are very honored in the committee to have our 
beloved and distinguished Speaker of the House to appear as a 
witness. 

To conserve the time of the Speaker, we are going to ask him to 
make such statement as he desires, and then we will go back in our 
regular procedure. We will hear from the Corps of E ngineers, the 
authors of the bill, and then the supporting witnesses. 

So, Mr. Speaker, we are honored to have you, if you will come 
around to the center, please. 

This is the first time I have ever been able to tell the Speaker to 
do anything. 

So, Mr. Speaker, we will be glad to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. SAM RAYBURN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Raypsurn. Mr. Chairman, I never visit the departments, and 
it is very seldom that I ever appear before a committee because I am 
pretty busy otherwise. But I do know about this project in a general 
fashion. 

Others will discuss, of course, the more technical end of it because 

I do not know it. But, knowing where Commerce, Tex., is located, 
with a great school there, and Cooper, Tex., which is the vapital of 
the great black-land country in a rich neighborhood, I think this 
proposition is feasible and vitally necessary to the future growth and 
comfort and convenience and necessity of these communities. 

If I had to say what I thought was the major domestic = 
in the United States I would not say it was taxes; I would not say it we 
a lot of things, but I would say that I think the major domestic ial 
lem that the people of the United States are facing in the dustbowls 
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and in the flooded areas is what we are going to do with this dirt, this 
good earth. Are we going to let it wash away or are we going to build 
dams to conserve water for the people, and are we going to protect 
these rich valleys from flood and devastation that has been occurring 
from one end of the country to the other ? 

There are no more frontiers. My State at one time was a great fron- 
tier. It isnot any more. It is occupied. We have got to move back 
into much of the abandoned country where much of it is worn out, and, 
by soil-conservation practices, reestablish—not maintain—but re- 
establish the fertility of that soil, because it is gone. 

Then in these rich river and creek bottoms—and they are country- 
wide—that rich land can be retrieved and put back into cultivation 
to take care of the 250 million people that are going to live in this 
country in a very short time. 

As you know, our population is growing at the rate of from 21, 
to 214 million a year. In 1950 we had a population of 153 million. 
Today, conservatively, we have a population of 165 or 166 million 
people. 

So it will not be long until we need every place that we can get 
to raise corn or grain or clothing, to feed and clothe the people of 
the United States, and have a little surplus maybe to trade with other 
countries for their surplus. 

That is the only reason why I am before you and imposing upon 
your time this afternoon, to say this project will furnish water to these 
wonderful communities. It will conserve soil below the dam which 
is as rich as any soil in the world, and put it back into cultivation so 
that the people can live happily with comforts and conveniences and 
be on land on which they can make a living. 

I thank you. 

As I say, the longer I live the less time I have. 

So, with that statement and thanking you for your courtesy in hear- 
ing me, I will ask you then to hear the others. 

T thank you very much for giving me this opportunity. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you, Mr. Speaker, for your presence. 

Now, I think it would be proper to hear from the Corps of 
Engineers. 

Colonel Starbird, will you come around and explain this project ? 

Then we will ask Mr. Matthias to introduce the supporting civilian 
witnesses. 

Mr. Patman and Mr. Harris, we will ask you to make your state- 
ments, if you care to, at that time. 

Mr. Parman. Our statements will be very brief, I am sure. 


STATEMENT OF COL. ALFRED D. STARBIRD, ASSISTANT TO THE 
CHIEF OF CIVIL WORKS FOR FLOOD CONTROL, OFFICE, CHIEF OF 
ENGINEERS; ACCOMPANIED BY J. R. BRENNAN, CHIEF OF PROJ- 
ECT DEVELOPMENT BRANCH, OFFICE, CHIEF 0F ENGINEERS 


Colonel Srarsirp. With your permission, sir, I will explain the 
projects from the map. 

The bills that you have, sir, refer back to House Document 488 of the 
83d Congress. That document contains the recommendations of the 
Chief of Engineers with respect to this project, and also the com- 
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ments of the States and of other Federal agencies to include the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

There is a difference between the bill and the recommendation of 
the Chief of Engineers, and, following the normal procedure before 
this committee, I shall point that out as I go through the discussion 
today. 

Sir, the map that you have before you is oriented with north to the 
upper right-hand corner. The area shown in green is the same area 
as that shown in white, and is oriented in the same way. 

The area is the entire Red River Basin, a basin in which the river 
has a length of over a thousand miles. There are over 19,000 square 
miles of land within the area. As of 1940—and these figures, of 
course, are out of date—the total population was over 2 million 
persons. 

The valley is very highly developed agriculturally. It has large 
cities in it, and those cities lie, in major part, within the stream valleys. 

It is also an area that is rich and highly developed in minerals, 
and very important to our economy bec ause of that. 

The basin receives very frequent and very heavily damaging 
floods. Floods occur in some part of the basin and cause substantial 
damage every 2 to 3 years. General basinwide floods are less fre- 
quent, naturally; they occur generally with the frequency of every 
15 to 20 years. 

To give you an idea of the damage that can be caused either rou- 
tinely or through major flood, I will give I or 2 figures. As far as 
the major flood is concerned, the latest recent major flood was in 
1945. And by major flood I am now referring to a basinwide flood. 

This one flood caused damages of over $16 million. During the 
period from 1927 to date the major and the lesser floods have caused 
a damage of over $116 million and cost the lives of some 45 persons. 

Now the report contained in House Document 488 is a compre- 
hensive report and is in answer to various resolutions of this com- 
mittee and various acts of the Congress. Altogether there are 
about nine resolutions covered. There are 12 provisions of acts of 
Congress. 

This report found that there was extensive investigation needed for 
the entire area. It accomplished much of that investigation. All 
together, we looked at some 111 potential dam sites. Those sites are 
shown by the small blue triangles on the map. We looked at some 
40 local protection projects. We looked at 29 different locations 
where there might be potential hydroelectric development. 

All together, we found that there were about eight areas that needed 
improvement at the present time. There were other areas that might 
need improvement, but there were eight that were clearly justified 
and needed at the present time. Those areas are designated by green 
lettering on this map. 

I shall take each very briefly in turn. 

Here is the city of Pauls Valley. It was found that a project would 
be economically feasible and justified for the construction or recon- 
struction of levees there for the installation of pumping plants. The 
estimated cost of this work would be $1,780,000. But, in addition, the 
lands and rights-of-way would be 1 required at an estimated cost of 
$518,000. The benefit-to-cost ratio of the project would be 1.6 to 1. 
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Here in Oklahoma, in an area of about 5,000 acres closely parallel- 
ing the Red River, a project would be economically justified and war- 
ranted involving a diversion structure, that is, a diversion channel, 
improving about 6 miles of basic channel. The estimated Federal cost 
would be $957,000, and the cost of lands and rights-of-way about 
$358,000. The benefit-to-cost ratio would be aah 1.6 to 1. 

Here in the Walnut Bayou area also a project would be economi- 

cally justified by a factor of about 1.5 to 1. The estimated construc- 
thea cost would be about $407,000, and, for lands and rights-of-way 
and the like, $116,000. 

In the vicinity of McKinney Bayou and Barkman Creek, as shown 
in light green here, a project would be justified at a construction cost 
of $760,000 and with lands and rights-of-way at $306,000, with a 
benefit-to-cost ratio of approximately, as I remember it, 2.4 to 1. 

In Maniece Bayou, here shown in light green, there would be a 
channel-improvement project warranted at an estimated construction 
cost of $103,000, lands and rights-of-way at $55,000, with a benefit-to- 
cost ratio of about 3 to 1. 

Further downstream at Posten Bayou a construction cost of $314,- 
000, land and right-of-way cost at $157,000, and benefit-to-cost ratio 
of 1.8 to 1. 

The most extensive project recommended would be one for the pro- 
tection of some 50,000 acres above Texarkana Reservoir. The work 
there recommended would consist of a reservoir, Cooper Reservoir, 
with approximately 135,000 acre-feet total storage, together with 
channel improvement and levee along the reaches of the river and 

slong the reaches of the major tributaries both above the reservoir 
and below the reservoir down to Texarkana Reservoir now nearing 
completion. 

The estimated total cost of construction of the reservoir here would 
be about $9 million, and the necessary channel improvement and 
levees around $21% million. 

The recommendation of the Chief of Engineers in the project, 
Document 488, was to the effect that construction of these projects 
should be authorized. 

For the local improvement projects that I have mentioned the lands 
and rights-of-way and public relocations, exclusive of railroad re- 
locations, should be furnished by the local interests. Local interests 

should also maintain and operate the project upon completion. 

With respect to the one reservoir project, Cooper Reservoir, the 
local interests should reimburse the Federal Government for the water 
supply benefits that they would secure from that reservoir. 

It was impossible, in view of the amount of investigation accom- 
plished at the time the Chief’s report was submitted, to estimate ex- 
actly what the amount to be refunded would be. 

The Chief of Engineers also recommended a cash contribution 
toward the cost of construction for certain of the projects. As to the 
Walnut Bayou project, there the recommendation was that 14.4 per- 
cent of the construction costs be paid by local interests. At MeKin- 
ney Bayou the recommendation was that 19 percent of the costs be 
paid by local interests. At Posten cil that approximately 19.3 
percent be paid by local interests. And at Maniece Bayou 20 percent 
by local interests. 
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On the other parts of the river, northward at Brown Creek, the 
cash contribution would be 14.4 percent of the total construction costs. 

The project report, sir, was reviewed by various State and various 
Federal agencies. The States generally concurred in the project. 
There were certain minor exceptions registered. We believe those 
exceptions have been substantially met. 

The Department of the Interior stated that they believe inadequate 
consideration had been given to the damages that would be effected 
to fish and wildlife. 

The Bureau of the Budget commented to the effect that the project 
was not in accord with the President’s program in view of certain 
deficiencies which the Bureau of the Budget felt existed. 

The first of the deficiencies was that we had not adequately con- 
sidered the fish and wildlife objections to the project. I might men- 
tion in that case that it is normal for us to consider this matter during 
the detailed planning stage. 

There was a comment to the effect that Walnut Bayou project, 
having a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.05 to 1, was marginal and should 
be restudied prior to the time construction was initiated. Such re- 
study would, of course, be made. 

Finally and most important, the Bureau of the Budget pointed out 
that for this context, involving the Cooper Reservoir project, we had 
not set forth the exact contribution that would be required from local 
interests. 

The Secretary of the Army, in forwarding the report, pointed out 
that we had not accomplished sufficiently detailed study to set forth 
the basis for contribution. 

And here again it is generally normal for us in such cases to work 
out the details of the contribution during the planning stage. 

Sir, that, in general, is the description of the project. 

I have mentioned that I would point out the difference in the bill 
and the project. They are the same except that the bill does not 
specifically call for the percentage cash contributions that are made 
for the land enhancement benefit that would be derived from the 
project in our estimation, 

Mr. Davis. Is that the Sulphur River that you are talking about? 

Colonel Srarsirp. It is the Sulphur River, sir. I neglected to men-: 
tion that, and should have. 

Mr. Davis. But it is known generally as the Red River Basin. 
The Sulphur is the specific river you are talking about. 

Colonel Srarsirp. The Red River Basin is the overall that I have 
described here. ‘The Cooper Reservoir is on the Sulphur River, which 
is a major tributary of the Red. 

Mr. Davis. That is where most of the money would be spent, right 
in that section ? 

Colonel Srarsirp. The major portion of this authorization there 
lies, sir. 

Mr. Davis. You say in the planning stage you consider the observa- 
tion of the Interior Department as far as fish and wildlife is concerned. 
How far do you let that influence go? 

Colonel Srarsirp. Sir, in any project it is necessary to work out 
the best-balanced budget, and it is our objective to avoid hurting any- 
thing insofar as is possible. In the detailed stages we would work 
out how much harm we were causing. That is, I say we work out: 
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We would consult with the Department of the Interior, who would 
work that out, and we would determine, as far as was feasible without 
major cost increases, the measures that might be taken to enable the 
project to go forth without unduly injuring fish and wildlife resources. 

Mr. Davis. For those who have just come in I cannot help but 
make the observation that the speaker was here and made a very 
excellent statement. Where people are concerned, food is a great 
concern, fiber and clothing. Millions of people are to be supported, 
I think all of us are interested in the protection of fish and wildlife, 
but when you put one against the other I cannot help but think that 
the greater value should be the human value, the human equation 
certainly on a matter of this importance. 

Mr. Smith, have you any questions ? 

Mr. Soiru. I have no questions. 

Mr. Davis. Does anybody on this side have any questions? 

Mr. THompson. May I ask the colonel a question ? 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Thompson. 

Mr. Tuompson. I failed to hear you give the ratio of the last one, 
the benefit-to-cost ratio. 

Colonel Srarerrp. I don’t think I have it. It is a project we an- 
alyzed and determined was economically justified. 

One moment, sir, and I will see whether we have it. 

It is not stated. But we considered that it was economically justi- 
fied, sir. 

Mr. Tuomprson. That is all I have. 

Mr. Davis. Does anybody on this side have any questions? 

Mr. Baupwin. I have one question. 

You mentioned that the Budget Bureau had a couple of reservations. 
As far as you folks are concerned, do you recommend that we proceed 
with this project as you have outlined it, the Corps of Engineers ? 

Colonel Starsirp. We recommend the project, sir. We still hold to 
our views as far as the facts involved are concerned. 

You, the committee, and the Congress are entitled to know the opin- 
ion of the Bureau of the Budget. The Bureau of the Budget gave 
a statement which is contained in detail in Budget Circular 488. 

We are a member of the administration. All I can say is that we 
did recommend it. We still believe that they are good projects. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Rogers. 

Mr. Rocers. I want to find out what the total cost is of the projects 
to be authorized under the bill. 

Colonel Srarsirp. The total in round numbers, sir, would be 

Mr. Davis. About $19 million, is it not, Colonel ? 

Colonel Srarsirp. I have it right here, sir. 

The total for construction would be in the neighborhood of $15 
million, sir. Certain of that is to be offset dependent upon how the 
authorization is given with respect to contributions. 

Mr. Rogers. You say you have not actually set your local contribu- 
tions as yet? 

Colonel Srarsirp. The local contribution was set on certain of the 
projects as far as the Chief of Engineers was concerned by the per- 
centage figures that I have mentioned. 
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As for the contribution on the Cooper Reservoir project and the 
related work on the Sulphur River, we felt that that had to be deter- 
mined during the detailed planning stage. That would be based, how- 
ever, on the same type of formula. ‘That is, that the local interests 
would reimburse for the benefit they secured for water supply, and 
also reimburse for the enhancement that was a part of the result of the 
project. 

Mr. Davis. I know that engineers do not like to guess, but would 
you rather estimate it to be about $4 million local contribution or 
thereabouts / 

Colonel Starsirp. No, sir. I do not think it would be quite that high 
in contribution. 

I realize, sir, when I say contribution there are other costs that 
accrue in the form of cost of land and rights-of-way. 

I will correct this figure in the record, but I believe that we have 
roughly estimated it as in the neighborhood of $1,300,000 exclusive 
of the contribution on the Cooper. 

On the Cooper we have run some very, very rough figures. How- 
ever, they are not good. 

Mr. Rogers. What then is your approximate figure of local contri- 
bution ? 

Colonel Srarsip. Exclusive of the Cooper, the contribution, cash 
contribution, would be of the order of $1,300,000. And the cash con- 
tribution—I will give you the figure, but it is not a figure that is 
firm—it is somewhere in the neighborhood of $1 million to $1,500,000 
for all of the work on the Cooper. That latter figure, though, I have 
got to qualify as being very, very tentative and subject. to major 
revision because we have not completed the detailed study there that 
would enable us to come up with a sound figure. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Mack? 

Mr. Mack. No questions. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Scudder? 

Mr. Scupprer. Colonel, I would like to ask what the entire esti- 
mated cost of the project would be. 

Colonel Srarnirp. The entire estimated cost for construction is in 
the neighborhood of $15 million, sir. I will ask Mr. Brennan to add 
up the estimated cost for lands and rights-of-way, and will give that 
to you In a moment. 

Mr. Scupper. What is the formula applied in determining the local 
cost ¢ 

Colonel Starsirp. In determining local costs, sir, harking back to 
the 1936 Flood Control Act, we provide or recommend that certain 
elements of work be accomplished by local interests. Those are the 
lands, rights-of-way, and public reloc ation. 

In addition, where land enhancement is involved changing of land 
use or actu: illy a great deal more intensive land use is made possible 
through the project; we recommend that one-half of the costs at- 
tributable to the land-enhancement portion of the benefit be carried 
by the local interests. 

That is a policy that is set forth in a Bureau of the Budget circular. 
It is a policy that, insofar as I know, is being followed by all depart- 
ments now at the present time. 

Mr. Scupper. Then land enhancement does not mean very much in 
this program. Between 14 and 20 percent. 
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Colonel Srarsirp. Realizing that the contribution recommended, 
sir, is only one-half of the portion of the cost attributable to enhance- 
ment; overly simplified if 40 percent of the benefit were enhancement 
benefits the recommended contribution would be 20 percent. I say 
that is overly simplified because the formula is a little more complex 
than that. 

Mr. Davis. Colonel, is the language of the bill satisfactory, or would 
you suggest or recommend any amendments? 

Colonel Srarsirp. Sir, the bill has been referred to the Secretary 
of the Army for comment. We have drafted, in the Chief of Engi- 
neer’s Office, a recommended comment. It has not yet cleared the 
Secretary of the Army. I can read from paragraphs of that letter 
should you care to have me do so, sir. 

Mr. Davis. I am trying to determine whether we should do that. 
I will consult our lawyer here, Mr. Tierney. 

In the language that you would read would any amendments be 
suggested, Colonel? I mean from excerpts from the letter. 

Colonel Srarsirp. In brief, it would recommend, sir, that the proj- 
ect as originally recommended by the Chief of Engineers with the con- 
tribution recommended be adopted. 

Mr. Davis. The reason I ask is we were in hopes that we could have 
an executive session and get rid of this matter today because so many 
people have come a great distance. I know it would be a great relief 
to Congressman Patman, one of our most useful members who has 
been on this thing. He has been needling me, and my good friend Mr. 
Harris has been needling me, and I am sure both of them have been 
needled. So it is a cycle that just rolls around and around. 

I say that facetiously. But, very seriously, we would like to dis- 
pose of these matters. 

Colonel, I think you will be here when we go into executive session, 
and we can go into it at that time. 

Are there any further questions of the colonel on each side? 

Mr. Rogers. He will be here in the executive session? 

Mr. Davis. He will be here in the executive session. 

Colonel Srarsirp. There are a couple of matters that Mr. Brennan 
has added up for us. He has told me that he has a rough estimate 
of the benefit-to-cost ratio of the Cooper improvements in the neigh- 
borhood of 1.2 to 1, sir. 

And the cost of land and right-of-way asked for by Mr. Scudder, I 
would still like to provide separately. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you, Colonel. 

Congressman Patman? 


STATEMENT OF HON. WRIGHT PATMAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Patman. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to argue with the judge 
when he indicates that he wants to do something that might be favor- 
able, and I just would like to say that I know you will give this careful 
consideration, as you do all bills, and I am here in the hope that it 
will be reported favorably. 


Mr. Davis. I will give it a little more than careful consideration. 
Mr. Patman. Thank you, sir. 
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But we want to be very brief because we know you have a problem, 
and we appreciate your kind consideration. ! 
Mr. Davis. Mr. Harris, do you wish to add anything ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. OREN HARRIS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ARKANSAS 


Mr. Harris. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I would certainly be reluctant to take any time at this particular 
moment because we are very deeply appreciative of the consideration 
that committee is giving to this problem. 

I do want to say this, that I realize the problems that you have 
here in meeting certain requirements, but we feel that the provisions 
of the bills Mr. Patman and I have introduced should be considered 
insofar as possible because this refers back to an authorized project, 
that this committee is giving to this problem. 

We endeavored to obtain 1 reports in order that these projects could 
be included in your omnibus bill in the last Congress, but they got 
tied up somewhere in the rounds and did not make it in time. Con- 
sequently, it was necessary for us to ask the kindness and considera- 
tion which this committee has given us today. 

‘Thank you very much. 

Mr. Davis. If the gentlemen would care to remain a little while, I 
am sure it is agreeable to you that Mr. Matthias take over as repre- 
sentative for everybody in the introduction. 

So, Mr. Matthias, do you want to make a preliminary statement, 
or would you rather make a summary statement later? Just do as 
you think best. 


STATEMENT OF L. R. MATTHIAS, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, RED 
RIVER VALLEY IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION, SHREVEPORT, LA. 


Mr. Matrutas. Mr. Chairman, in the interest of time, in which you 
gentlemen, I am sure, are interested, I have some 6 or 7 witnesses 
that have come a great distance up here. But I am going to ask them 
to forego any testimony and merely introduce them and tell you 
where they are from and file their statments for the record. Then, at 
the conclusion of the introduction of these witnesses, I would like to 
very, very briefly sum up what we would like to present and have this 
committee consider. 

Mr. Davis. Very well. 

Mr. Marruias. If that is agreeable, Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
present, first, Mr. Quentin Miller, of Cooper, Tex. Mr. Miller is a 
businessman, a farmer, and a rancher in that area, and has been very 
active in seeing this project brought to the point it is today. He has 
a statement to file, and I would like for him to stand up, if he will, 
please. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF QUENTIN MILLER, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD, DELTA NATIONAL BANK, 
CoorEeR, DELTA County, TEX. 


Mr. Chairman, I would first like to state that I have lived in Delta County 
for the past 28 years, and have been in business in Cooper, Tex., for 17 years. 

I have assimilated information furnished to me by the city of Cooper in 
reference to their water supply. 
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Cooper has three small surface lakes which will supply an estimated 4,800,000 
gallons per annum. Their present requirements are 3,100,000 gallons per 
annum, Fifteen years ago the city consumed 1,500,000 gallons per year. 

Although our population has not increased materially the increase is due to 
the general rise in our standard of living accompanied by installation of modern 
appliances. 

To project our water requirement in the future 15 years we would require 
6,200,000 gallons per annum, which is more than our present lakes will provide. 
Still another 15 years would raise our requirements to 12,400,000 gallons on the 
same basis. 

Cooper, as other towns in our area, are looking for small industries to pene- 
trate our community. We are geographically situated 85 miles northeast of 
Dallas, Tex., and an overflow of small supplying industries in eminent. We are 
the same distance from the Lone Star Steel Co., at Dangerfield, and their ex- 
istence points to industrial development in Northeast Texas. 

The cities around us are less fortunate on their water supply. In one town, 
drinking water is either caught from the roofs of houses and buildings or is 
hauled in from surrounding towns. Immediate water supply is needed by 
several towns in the area. All other towns in the area are vitally interested in 
the water supply for years in the future. 

A water district has been authorized by the Texas Legislature and the bill 
was signed by our Governor only a few days ago. Immediate steps are planned 
to create the district and organization of the district will be completed at an 
early date so that we can be in position to negotiate with the Federal Govern- 
men when Cooper Dam and Reservoir is authorized. The main purpose of the 
project is flood control, but in my humble opinion water for human consumption 
is more important, thus I have discussed it first. 

Flood control is the most serious threat to our Nation today. At this time 
our population is rising steadily with all indications of continuing. Our once 
fertile prairies are not nearly so productive. We must save our soil and our 
water to save our Nation from destruction. No nation can exist unless it can 
supply the food, the fiber, and other raw materials grown on our farms. We 
must preserve the good things that have been given us and control the elements 
that can cause destruction and devastation. 

I have seen in my short lifetime thousands of acres of crops completely 
destroyed by floods on Sulphur River. Levee districts have been flooded, levees 
broken, cattle drowned, machinery ruined, and buildings and other property 
demolished. 

I have been an officer and director in a local bank for 17 years and I personally 
know of many farmers and landowners who have lost everything they owned 
due to flooding along Sulphur River. Flooding of Sulphur River is nothing new. 
It was happening in my grandfather’s day. I possess documentary evidence 
that in the spring of 1888, it took 2 weeks for the water to go down enough 
so that a rider could swim a horse with the mail across Sulphur River from 
Sulphur Springs, Tex., to Cooper, Tex. 

On the opposide side of the picture I have seen bounteous crops grown in these 
bottoms and levee districts. Cattle that range over this land are constantly in 
danger of flood, but its fertility is so attractive to cattlemen that they will take 
the risk. In the 1953 flood, loss of cattle in our county alone was over 100 head. 
Levees were washed out from one end of Sulphur River to the other. Crop and 
property damage ran high. The Army engineers in the last 8 years have spent 
a half million dollars in emergency aid to repair the levee systems on Sulphur 
River. 

It is my firm belief that the construction of Cooper Dam and Reservoir with 
the channel improvements, as specified by the Army engineers in its review report 
of 1950 on Red River and its tributaries will prevent the recurring floods to many 
thousands of acres of rich fertile land and save damage to crops, livestock, and 
other property. 

Inasmuch as Sulphur River is a tributary of Red River and Cooper Dam and 
Reservoir together with downstream channeling and levee improvements is a part 
of the overall comprehensive program for flood control in the Red River Basin, 
I urge you, gentlemen, to authorize this project in order that all parts of the 
Red River Valley program may go forward on schedule. 

The general economic condition of our farmers and ranchers will be improved 
and they can earn their bread without constant fear of floods. The cities and 
towns in the area will be provided an ample water supply for the next 50 years. 
Projects of this type are not due, but past due. 

The above statements are made in good faith and are true. 
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Mr. Marruias. The next witness is Mr. J. P. Dick, of Clarksville, 
Tex. 

It is rather unusual and I think I ought to call to the committee’s 
attention the fact that this gentleman is 83 years old. He had his 
first airplane ride and is visiting Washington for the first time today. 

Mr. Davis. We are mighty glad to have you, Mr. Dick. 

Mr. Marrutas. He has a statement to present for the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN P. Dick, FARMER AND STOCKMAN (RETIRED), CLARKSVILLE, 
Rep River County, TEx. 


Mr. Chairman, I was born and raised in Red River County, Tex., and have 
been closely associated with farming and ranching in this county all of my 
life, and for at least 60 years have been familiar with the territory in the south 
part of Red River County along Sulphur River and have known of the damage 
caused by its floodwaters during all of these years. Sulphur River is the south 
boundary of Red River County. 

This section of territory along Sulphur River and its tributaries is most fertile 
and is very productive. The deposit of silt by floods over the years has made 
a top soil of made dirt several feet in thickness and of great natural fertility. 
But the frequent floods along the river has caused many millions of dollars 
damage to crops, livestock, roads and bridges, levees and other property. 

Levee districts were thought by the reclamation engineers of this State to 
be the answer for the protection of the area from floods and for the stabilization 
of the cultivation of the farms thereof, but experience has shown that levees are 
wholly inadequate, and the cost of their repair and upkeep prohibitive. Four 
levee districts to my knowledge were created by landowners in this area but 
not a single one of said districts was able to build its levees to successfully 
withstand and control the annual floods of Sulphur River or its tributaries 

In 1953 floodwaters of Sulphur River caused the greatest damage I have ever 
known. Every levee district on Sulphur River was flooded and levees were 
washed out. The Corps of Engineers have repaired our levees and have helped 
us immeasurably. They have spent $500,000 in the last 10 years in repairs to 
levee systems. 

Red River County is bounded on the north by Red River. Red River for years 
was the cause of great destruction from flood damage, and ownership of land 
along its banks was rendered uncertain due to frequent changes in course of the 
river during floodtime. 

In the early 1940’s Denison Dam was constructed across Red River at Denison, 
Tex., 100 miles up the river from here, and a hydroelectric plant installed. Since 
the building of said dam floods and overflows below the dam along the river 
have ceased. Farmers and stockmen now can operate without the constant 
fear of being flooded. In my lifetime I know of many farmers and ranchers who 
have lost all they owned because of flood damage to their crops, livestock, and 
property on Sulphur River. 

It is my belief that the construction of the Cooper Dam and Reservoir, together 
with channel improvements as specified by the United States Corps of Engineers 
in its report of 1950, will control the floodwaters along Sulphur River and prevent 
recurring damage to all property in Sulphur Valley. 

The statements contained herein are true and correct to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 


Mr. Marrutias. The next witness is Mr. Brent Tarter, of Com- 
merce, Tex. 

Mr. Tarter. I have a statement I wanted to file. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF BRENT TARTER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, PuBLIC HousIne AUTHORITY 


For the past 23 years I was professor and head of the government depart- 
ment of the East Texas State Teachers College at Commerce. Since February 
1, 1955, I have served as executive secretary of the Public Housing Authority. 

I would like to inform this committee of the economic advantages of this 
area which would be derived from the proposed Cooper Dam and water res- 
ervoir near Cooper and Commerce, Tex. 
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I. The economic value of such a project to this area would run into millions 
of dollars annually. 

(a) It would stabilize our population trend and hold people on the land that 
is being washed away. 

(b) Our farm population has dwindled approximately 40 percent in the past 
25 years, thus leaving vast areas of land uncultivated. 

(c) Industry cannot be persuaded to locate in our area because there is no 
available water supply. 

(d) Approximately 300,000 acres of land could be saved or reclaimed from 
flooding or washing away if we could get the Cooper Dam and water reservoir 
authorized. 

(e) With proper surface water supply, industry could utilize the services 
of 50,000 technical and common laborers, thus establishing a base for any 
national emergency. 

(f) This water-conservation project would save for posterity the richest land 
in the country where foods and fibers can be produced in abundance and 
300,000 acres of flooded areas downstream would be turned into cultivable 
farmland. 

II. The water level for underground water in Commerce is falling at a rapid 
pace during the past few years. To quote the experts this is what Layne Texas 
Co., Ine., of Dallas 18, Tex., says: “The water level for underground water 
of the Commerce area has fallen 150 feet from 1914 to 1955. The underground 
supply will be exhausted for the Commerce area by 1965. In 1940 3 deep 
wells could supply all the water needed for 5,000 people. In 1954 it took 5 
wells plus the sixth well owned by the East Texas State Teachers College to 
furnish 5,650 people.” 

The proposed water reservoir alone would give great benefit to a vast area 
of land and thousands of people. The following information gives a good 
picture: 

1. This proposed reservoir would place a bountiful supply of surface water 
in economical reach of following towns: Commerce, Cooper, Bonham, Honey 
Grove, Windon, Dodd City, Greenville, Pecan Gap, Mount Vernon, Mount Pleas- 
ant, Paris, Saltillo, Ben Franklin, Petty, Brookston, Roxton, and Ladonia. 
Commerce, Ladonia, and several other towns depend on wells to supply them 
with all the water they use. 

2. Industries are coming to this area to utilize the services of technical and 
common labor so plentiful in this area. . 

3. It would give this area the water needed to maintain the truck farming 
so badly needed and sufficient water to maintain the homes and gardens we 
have been used to in the past. 


Mr. Marrutas. The next witness is Representative Joe Chapman 
from Sulphur Springs, Tex. He has a statement he wishes to file. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JOE N. CHAPMAN, STATE REPRESENTATIVE, District No. 11, SULPHUR 
Sprines, Hopkins County, TEx. 


Mr. Chairman, I was born and reared on the banks of South Sulphur River 
in Hopkins County, Tex., and have continued to live in this vicinity during my 
entire life of 47 years. During my boyhood years with my family, we farmed 
South Sulphur River bottom land and I remember very vividly having a cotton 
crop on bottom land with approximately a bale to the acre of cotton matured 
and ready to pick when it was all destroyed by a devastating flood of this river. 

Since 1915, Hopkins County Levee Improvements Districts 1, 2, 3, and 4 have 
voted bonds on the landowners in Hopkins County alone of approximately a half 
million dollars. Four levees were constructed, but these levees have proven 
unsatisfactory, and on an average, flood conditions have broken the levees ap- 
proximately every 3 years. The flood conditions and the levee breaks bankrupt 
3 of the 4 levee districts in Hopkins County, Tex. The remaining district was 
able to survive only by securing a Reconstruction Finance Loan and extending 
the bond payments over a longer period of time. The floodwaters have con- 
stantly caused infiltration behind the levees, causing the levees te continue to 
break to such an extent that today there is no protection from floodwaters to 
any appreciable extent any place along this river. 

During my lifetime, I have seen most of the progressive farmers up and 
down this river go bankrupt and lose their farms due to their attempts to con- 
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tinue to farm this river bottom land and the continued loss of their crops by 
floods. 

I have attempted to calculate the money expended by the landowners up and 
down South Sulphur River in attempting to harness the floodwaters of this 
river by building levees. As I said before, Hopkins County alone has spent 
approximately one-half million dollars all to no avail; and between the pro- 
posed sites of the Cooper Dam and Reservoir and the Texarkana Dam and Reser- 
voir, the landowners have voted bonds and spent on levee improvements more 
than $2 million. Since 1940, the Corps of Army Engineers has spent more than 
$600,000 of Federal funds in attempting to maintain the levees along the South 
Sulphur River, but with this assistance, the levees continue to break causing 
floods every few years. These levees are ineffective and this fertile river bottom 
farmland is being washed and ruined due to the inability to control the flood- 
waters. 

It is our contention that the South Sulphur River should be harnessed by the 
construction of the Cooper Dam and Reservoir and channel improvement be- 
tween this reservoir and the Texarkana Dam and Reservoir under the Flood 
Control Act of 1936. 

The statements made above were made after a great deal of time, effort, and 
study and from personal information to the best of my knowledge and ability. 


Mr. Marrnias. The next witness is Mr. A. A. Martin, of Paris, Tex., 
who also has a statement to file. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Amos A. MARTIN, STATE REPRESENTATIVE, District No. 10, PARis, 
LAMAR County, TEX. 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Amos A. Martin. I am State representative of 
Distret 10 of Texas. I was born in Fannin County, Tex., and have lived in 
Lamar County, Tex., for approximately 25 years. 

The people of Lamar County, Tex., are interested in the development of the 
Sulphur River Dam and Reservoir with channel improvements for many reasons. 

The floodwaters of South Sulphur River, when it is at a flood stage, prevents 
the runoff of the waters of North Sulphur River, causing this river to be backed 
up with floodwaters overflowing some of the best farmland in northeast Texas. 
North Sulphur River is the south boundary line of Lamar County to the point 
where this riveg intersects South Sulphur River, which forming Sulphur River 
continues as a part of the south boundary line of Lamar County. 

The landowners along North Sulphur River have expended large sums of 
money in channeling and leveeing North Sulphur River. The channel and levees 
along this river will adequately take care of North Sulphur River waters, pro- 
vided the dam and reservoir, as recommended by the United States Army Engi- 
neers, with channel improvements, is constructed on South Sulphur River. The 
northeast section of Texas has the possibility of industrial development, as well 
as a great agricultural future, provided the floodwaters of Sulphur River can be 
controlled. 

The landowners up and down both North and South Sulphur Rivers have 
exhausted themselves financially in efforts to harness these waters but have 
failed. Serious flood conditions exist with regularity on any large, general rain. 

It is our contention that the South Sulphur River should be harnessed by the 
construction of the Cooper Dam and Reservoir and channel improvement be- 
tween this reservoir and the Texarkana Dam and Reservoir under the Flood 
Control Act of 1936. 

The statements made above were made after a great deal of time, effort, and 
study, and from personal information to the best of my knowledge and ability. 


Mr. Marruias. The next witness is Mr. A. K. Steinheimer, who is 
the city manager of Commerce, 'Tex., who also has a statement to file. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT oF A. K. STEINHEIMER, Crry MANAGER OF COMMERCE, TEX., REGISTERED 
PROFESSIONAL CIVIL ENGINEER, COMMERCE, HUNT CouNtTy, TEx. 


Mr. Chairman, I should like to qualify myself as having knowledge of munici- 
palities, their growth and the increased demand for water for residential, 
commercial and industrial uses. 
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I am a native Texan and was born in Paris, Tex., only 38 miles from the 
city I now serve as city manager. My higher education consisted of the study of 
chemical and civil engineering from which I obtained the necessary technical 
knowledge to enable me to correlate present-day facts and figures on growth 
and water consumption in municipalities and to evaluate future needs. 

The population of the city of Commerce in 1940 was 4,699. In 1950 the popu- 
lation had grown by 25 percent to a total of 5,886 and today our population has 
risen to an estimated 6,221. The projected population curve for the city of 
Commerce, based on past experiences and future trends, show that the population 
in 1960 will be 6,575 people. The 1970 figure shows to be 7,325, and 1980 figure 
shows 7,985, and the estimated population in 2000 will be 9,989. 

The consumption of water is increasing at a much more rapid rate than the 
population. The general rise in the standard of living, coupled with the ever- 
increasing use of labor-saving modern appliances and the need of industry, 
have more than doubled our consumption of water in the past 15 years. The 
steam turbine is replacing the steam boiler as a source of power for generation 
of electricity with the resultant use of more and more water. 

The average home in 1940 contained 1 bathroom and 1 kitchen with 1 kitchen 
sink, now the average home contains a bath and a half or 2 baths, the kitchen 
contains a garbage disposal, a dish washer and an automatic washing machine. 
These appliances, the home cooling units and the greater use of water in manu- 
facturing, have increased the use of water from 25 gallons per capita per day 
to over 100 gallons per capita per day in commerce. In some cities this figure 
has risen to 250 gallons per capita per day. 

In 1940 Commerce used an average of 200,000 gallons of water per day, by 
1950 the daily average had risen to 400,000 gallons per day and the figure in- 
cluded the water used by East State Teachers College. The city of Commerce 
was forced to discontinue the furnishing of water to the college in 1952 and 
today, only 3 years later, the people of Commerce alone are using an average 
of 500,000 gallons of water per day. Since 1940 the rate of increase in water 
consumption has been over 150 percent and this increase does not include the 
100.000 gallons or more a day which the college uses from its own wells. 

A curve for the period of 1940 to 2000 has been plotted to enable us to ascertain 
the amount of water that will be used daily by the people of Commerce. This 
curve shows the following data: 


Gallons 
1960 average estimated daily consumption______________________-__ 750, 000 
1970 average estimated daily consumption_________________________ 1, 100, 000 
1980 average estimated daily consumption______-___-________________ 1, 500, 000 


1980 average estimated daily consumption_____________-___________ 1, 900, 000 
2000 average estimated daily consumption____._________-_ etait deancaiaes _ 2, 400, 000 


Commerce is now supplied with water from 4 wells averaging 430 feet in depth. 
The maximum output of these 4 wells pumping 24 hours per day is only 1 million 
gallons. Several days last summer the city of Commerce was actually out of 
water and in order to maintain enough water for fire-fighting purposes the valves 
were closed. On two occasions the situation was so serious that a connection 
was made with the water system of the college and water was pumped for hours 
into our system thereby giving some relief. This relief is only temporary since 
the capacity of the college wells is also limited and they can only allow us so 
much water before they reach the danger point. 

When our present wells are pumped continuously at maximum capacity over 
a period of several days, the water table falls below the top of the water-bearing 
sand and the water actually “tumbles” down the sides of the well to the pump. 
This condition can soon cause a cave-in and ruin a well if it is allowed to 
continue. 

Reports by the Geological Survey, United States Department of the Interior, 
the Texas State Board of Water Engineers and Layne Texas Co., show that the 
water level or table declined about 100 feet between 1914 and 1943 and addi- 
tional tests made in 1953 indicate that the water level declined an additional 50 
feet between the years 1943-53. The average water level in 1914 was 125 feet 
below the sand surface, which indicates that with a drawdown of 150 feet in 39 
years and an average depth of 430 feet that the wells only have 155 feet of water 
remaining. The remaining water will not last long with our present-day con- 
sumption increasing so rapidly. 

A test made by the Layne Texas Co. in 1954 showed that the water table was 
still declining and that a new well located one-half mile from the present wells 
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would only produce 110 gallons per minute without seriously affecting the output 
of the present wells. 

The conclusion of our tests and the recommendation of our engineers are that 
we must begin making plans to determine the additional ground water available 
within a reasonable distance and to extend our well field to develop such water 
if conditions are found to be favorable. My conclusions are that Commerce is 
rapidly approaching a time when they can no longer depend on wells as a source 
of water. Geological maps indicate that we have tapped near the center of the 
main pool of water available in our area and tests show tht we are repidly 
depleting this pool and that our future source of water must be from lakes. 

The future of Commerce and this entire area hinges strongly on whether or 
not we can obtain an abundant and lasting supply of water for present needs 
and for future growth. Commerce must secure a new source of water within 
the very near future; we can no longer depend on our present wells, nor can we 
drill new ones that will alleviate the condition for more than a few years. 

The Texas Legislature recently created the Sulphur River Municipal Water 
District as a conservation district. This legally created district has been au- 
thorized to do all things necessary to make available for municipal, domestic 
and industrial uses, the water from Cooper Dam and Reservoir. 

The construction of Cooper Dam and Reservoir, as designed by the Corps of 
Engineers in their report of 1950 on Red River and its tributaries, offers a won- 
derful opportunity for multiple-purpose development of the project by provid- 
ing flood control in an area where it is sorely needed as well as incorporating 
into the design a permanent and dependable year-in-year-out municipal water 
supply for our people. 

The people of our area, including Cooper, Commerce, and Sulphur Springs, 
at this time are willing and able to participate along with the Federal Govern- 
ment in this project. 

Gentlemen, on behalf of our people in this area we urge you to weigh, care- 
fully, the great benefits of this project and through your committee recommend 
its authorization and construction. 


Mr. Marrutas. The next witness is Mr. Roy Hames, city manager 
of the city of Sulpher Springs, Tex., and he also has a statement. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Roy Hames, City MANAGER, CiTy oF SULPHUR Sprines, CouNTy 
oF HOPKINS, STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Chairman, I have been employed by the city of Sulphur Springs for the 
past 4 years. During this period, water storage, water conservation, and future 
water needs have been a major item of planning and concern to the city of 
Sulphur Springs and surrounding communities. 

In providing water supplies for municipalities, it is very difficult to provide 
sufficient storage space for periods of unusual expansion or industrial develop- 
ment. According to the records of the city of Sulphur Springs, our normal 
growth has been at the rate of approximately 2 percent per year. These records 
began in 1890 and continue through the last Federal census of 1950. 

In addition, we have water production figures from 1925 through the present 
date. By comparing our water production with our population figures, it is 
found that in 1925 we produced approximately 15,000 gallons of water for each 
resident; and in 1950, we produced approximately 30,000 gallons for each 
resident. 

If the per capita consumption continues to increase at its present rate and 
the normal growth of Sulphur Springs continues at the present rate, the city of 
Sulphur Springs can only look forward to supplying domestic water to the local 
citizens. Any sudden change in industrial expansion or population trend would 
reduce our present storage facilities to a dangerous point. 

In the past we have explored the possibility of using subterranean water sup- 
ply. All of the evidence shows this to be impossible in this locality. Therefore, 
we must depend on water stores in surface reservoirs. In as much as the local 
trend in expansion seems to indicate the development of industry, we are very 
anxious to provide this area with sufficient ground storage reservoirs to provide 
for a logical and systematic development of industry. 

Through the joint cooperation of the cities of Sulphur Springs, Cooper, and 
Commerce, we have organized a water district to provide for the necessary oper- 
ation of a combined water supply. The district has the authority to issue revenue 
bonds to furnish the necessary local financing of this project. 
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To further the economical development of this area, I am of the opinion it 
will be necessary to provide our counties with additional water storage. The 
construction of Cooper Dam and Reservoir will not only furnish this area with 
additional water storage, but will also assist our agricultural program in com- 
bating overflows and the destruction of the topsoil—one of our most valuable 
natural resources. 

Statements contained herein are true and correct to the best of my knowledge 
and belief. 


Mr. Marruias. And the last witness is Mr. Neil McKay, county 
attorney for Hopkins County, Tex., who also has a statement to file. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF NEIL McKay, County ATTORNEY, COUNTY OF HOPKINS, STATE OF 
TEXAS 


Mr. Chairman, in qualifying myself to speak in behalf of the proposed Cooper 
Reservoir on South Sulphur River, which borders Hopkins County, Tex., I can 
say that I was born and reared in Hopkins County, Tex.; I am 37 years of age, 
and have lived there all of my life, with the exception of the 3 years spent in the 
United States Army. 

I am familiar with the condition caused by floodwater on the said South 
Sulphur River, having grown up on a farm and since becoming an attorney and a 
county attorney, I feel that I am familiar with the economic problems and needs 
of the area affected by the present conditions that exist. 

It is common knowledge in this area that Delta County, Tex., was created 
partly out of the area of Hopkins County, which lies north of the Sulphur Liver, 
for the reason that people living in that area did not have access to their county 
government during a good portion of the year by reason of the flood conditions 
that existed on the river, which prevented them from traveling to Sulphur 
Springs, the county seat. 

Travel across Sulphur River has always been a problem by reason of its flood- 
water and, at present, there is only one all-weather crossing on this river in 
Hopkins County. The economic growth of this area has been benighted as a result 
of this situation. If the floodwaters were controlled, as is now proposed, 
numerous all-weather crossings could be built at a cost within the reach of our 
local government. 

Our principal industry is grade A dairying, which depends upon all-weather 
transportation for its successful existence. ‘The present conditions that exist on 
the Sulphur River by reason of floodwaters have hampered the growth of this 
industry. 

Our dairy industry in Hopkins County is composed of approximately 1,200 
dairymen with 25,000 head of dairy cattle. We also have an estimated 35,000 
head of beef cattle. The land in the Sulphur River overflow area is the only land 
in the county well adapted to the growing of alfalfa and other roughage, which 
is vital to our dairy industry. Attempts to grow such roughage within that area 
generally end in disaster by reason of floodwaters, which makes it necessary for 
us to import approximately 40 percent of the roughage needed for cattle feed. 

All statements contained herein are true and correct to the best of my knowl- 
edge and belief. 


Mr. Marrutas. Mr. Chairman, these gentlemen, in their briefs, have 
given you a very clear picture of the area in which they live. They 
have show n that, insofar as their limited funds that have been m: ade 
available to them through bond issues in Texas are concerned, they 
have tried to protect themselves against these almost annual or semi- 
annual floods that have destroyed their levees, in some cases as many as 
53 revetments in one single flood. 

The area is rich in soil, and the people are good. The people work 
hard. But they have come up against a proposition where, unless 
they have some help, they canont protect themselves from the floods 
and the damages that occur annually in that area 

This project is sound. It is a good project. It is a part of the 
overall, comprehensive program for the Red River that was begun 
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way back in 1946 when this very committee authorized the overall 
basin project. 

I think it goes a little deeper than just a policy in the local contribu- 
tion. The local people have contributed for years to protect them- 
selves down there, and I think that just because in the middle of the 
game we change the rules, that deserves your honest and sincere 
consideration. 

With respect to Mr. Patman’s bill and Mr. Harris’ bill, the policy 
has been since the 1936 Flood Control Act that the local interests 
contribute rights-of-way, and agree to maintain the projects, and 
so forth—the A, B, C’s of the 1936 act. 

IT think it is only fair that these people—although this matter 
is up for consideration at this time—should be allowed to go along 
with the rules that have been established back in 1936. 

We as an association are behind this project. It is badly needed, and 
we ask you to consider it and help these people down there in helping 
theinselves. I believe that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Davis. In other words, Mr. Matthias, this is a flood-protection 
project, on the one hand, and you will conserve some water up there at 
the Cooper Reservoir, and you can release that water downstream 
more or less as it is needed ; could you not ? 

Mr. Marrutas. That is true. 

Mr. Davis. And that would provide some water for possible farm 
irrigation. 

Mr. Marrutas. That is true. 

Mr. Davis. And not only is the Sulphur involved in this overall 
project of roughly $15 million, but is there another river involved in 
addition to the Sulphur? I know where Cooper is, and I am coming 
down a little bit to the right. 

What is that reservoir over there? Come all the way down and 
cross to your right. What is that ? 

Mr. Marrutas. These reservoirs, the Boswell and the Hugo and the 
Millwood, were authorized in 1946 as a part of the overall comprehen- 
sive plan for the Red River. 

Mr. Harris. I think he is talking about the Walnut Bayou. 

Mr. Marruias. Walnut Bayou? Right down through here, right 
in this area ? 

Mr. Davis. Are those bayous involved in this? 

Mr. Marruias. Yes, sir; they are included in this. 

There are projects in three States here. The interim report is a 
part of the old 308 comprehensive review that was started way back, 
and from time to time reports have come forward. This was one of 
them. So it is nothing new. It is a continual reporting by the Corps 
of Engineers on projects that have been under study for years. As 
they are prepared they are submitted to you. 

So I think it transcends any recent 2- or 3-year-old policy that has 
come up with respect to local participation. 

T think the chairman is well aware that every project of this type 
has local participation because, after all, the money comes from the 
people in the first place. 

So, with that, Mr. Chairman, I thank you and thank the gentle- 
men of the committee for their time, and we solicit your approval of 
this project and authorization. 
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Mr. Davis. There may be some questions. 

Mr. Smith? 

Mr. Smiru. No questions. 

Mr. Davis. Are there any questions along this side ? 

Mr. Rogers. I have just one. 

Have you made any estimate of what your local contributions have 
been to handle this situation all through these years ? 

Mr. Marrutas. Yes; we have. That information is contained in 
one of the statements, from the 11th district. The Hopkins County 
Levee Improvement Districts 1, 2, 3, and 4 have voted bond issues 
since 1915 at a cost of about a half million dollars in attempting to pro- 
tect themselves. I will have to say it is an estimate, but in all of the 
boards along the Sulphur River approximately $214 million by in- 
dividual and small levee districts have been spent in building the 
levees that they have. In addition to that, the Corps of Engineers 
has spent a half million dollars in repairs since 1946. But you can- 
not repair a levee that is not sound. They are going to have to be 
built and built right. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you. 

Mr. Davis. Are there any questions on this side? 

Mr. THompson. I would like to comment, if I may. 

Mr. Davis. Yes, Mr. Thompson. 

Mr. Tuompeson. I have attended many of your meetings of the Red 
River Association, as many as I have been able to, and on two occasions 
leaving Washington to attend them. It is primarily because of my 
high regard for the gentleman who is now with it, Mr. Matthias. 1 
have never seen him. sponsor or push a project without having first 
gone into it and finding whether it was really worthy of his expres- 
sions. And I see now that he has the same type of organization on 
this, and I am sure that he has gone fully into it, and I want to con- 
gratulate these people who are involved in having his type of leader- 
ship. 

Mr. Marruias. Thank you. 

Mr. Davis. I am happy to hear you say that because I would like 
to join in stating that Roy Matthias has a high integrity, and we re- 
spect him. He is thorough and he is honest. He does not try to put 
anything over. ; 

I am going to ask you, Mr. Matthias, if you won’t step into the 
other room and wait in case we should need you. Thatisall right with 
you, is it not, Mr. Patman? 

Mr. Parman. Certainly. 

Mr. Harris. Yes. 

Mr. Davis. The other ladies and gentlemen may retire. 

We do want to impose upon Mr. “Matthias to wait out there in case 
we should need him in executive session. We may have some ques- 
tions. Weare going to try to dispose of this. 

(Whereupon, the committee proceeded to other business at 3 p. m.) 
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TUESDAY, MAY 17, 1955 


HovseE or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop CoNTROL OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusitic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 


Mitiwoop Reservoir 


The subcommittee met at 3 p. m., pursuant to call, in room 1302, 
New House Office Building, Hon. Clifford Davis (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Davis. The committee will come to order. 

We have for consideration this afternoon the Millwood Reservoir, 
and we are pleased to have present this afternoon our colleague Mr. 
Harris, of Arkansas, whom the Chair will recognize at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. OREN HARRIS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ARKANSAS—Resumed 


Mr. Harris. Mr. Chairman, I understand arrangements have been 
made by our colleague, the Democratic whip of the House, Mr. Carl 
Albert of Oklahoma, that the committee would hear witnesses from 
the Little River Valley Improvement Association to present a prob- 
lem which they want you to have in connection with the authorized 
Millwood Dam project which is in my district in Little River County, 
Ark. 

We have present the vice president of that organization, who is 
from Mr. Albert's district, I believe, in Oklahoma, Mr. Harold Nor- 
ris, and also the president of that organization, the Little River Val- 
ley Improvement Association, who is Mr. Louis Graves, and a con- 
stituent of mine who lives at Nashville, Ark., and Mr. Ray Kimball, 
the secretary of the organization, of DeQueen, Ark. 

We also have present with us Mr. Rex Chaney, the administrative 
assistant to Congressman Albert, whom I understand brought you 
the message from him, in his absence, that the statement was to be 
made. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Harris, I am glad that you brought that up because 
Mr. Albert spoke to me last week, and I promised him that we would 
hear those statements. 

Mr. Harris. They will be glad to come before the committee when 
you want them. 

Mr. Davis. If those gentlemen will come around and occupy the 
front seats we shall be glad to hear them. 
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Mr. Harris. Mr. Chairman, this is Mr. Louis Graves, president of 
the Little River Valley Improvement Association, Mr. Harold Nor- 
ris, vice president, and Mr. Ray Kimball, the secretary. These are 
the three gentlemen who are representing the Little River Valley Im- 
provement Association. ; 
Mr. Davis. Where is Mr. Albert’s administrative assistant? 
Come up here, please, and sit where Mr. Harris has been sitting 
because we want you to represent Mr. Albert since he is unavoidably 
absent. 
And we had better ask Colonel Starbird to come around for a 
moment and take the chair over to the extreme right. 
What is the situation now? This is an alternative proposition, 
is it not? 
Mr. Harris. May I start it off just to present the problem very 
briefly ? 
Mr. Davis. We would be glad to have you. 
Mr. Harris. Several years ago Millwood Dam in my district in 
southwest Arkansas was authorized as a part of the comprehensive 
program of the Red River Basin below Denison. 
What year was that, Colonel ? 
Colonel Starsrep. It was authorized in 1946. 
Mr. Harris. In 1946 this dam was authorized. 
There has been quite a bit of controversy that has continuously 
existed throughout the area, and that particularly has been emphasized 
by the people of Oklahoma and north of the authorized project. The 
people in the lower Red River Basin are insisting that this water 
be controlled, and, I think, appropriately so. But the people up in 
this area affected and our State governments have entered into the 
picture, which is part of all of these authorizations. 
The division of thought is that there should be some smaller dams 
authorized upstream, particularly two, which would be referred to 
as Gillham Reservoir and Mountain Fork over in Oklahoma in Mr. 
Carl Albert’s district. 
Gillham would be in my district north of Millwood. 
And then a modification of Millwood where it is not too adequate 
to properly control the water from that basin up there. 
The Appropriations Committee in 1950 provided $200,000 for the 
survey upstream. ‘The Congress approved the Appropriations Com- 
mittee action and gave the Engineers $200,000 to make that survey. 
The Engineers have been kicking it around for 5 years, and we haven’t 
gotten a report out of them yet. 
In the interim all of this undercurrent that was in the area below 
and above and in the immediate area continues. 
We feel that if we are ever going to adequately protect the people 
and come to a satisfactory solution in this area we have got to have 
something from the Engineers, a determination of what can be done 
to meet our problems. That is the problem that they were to briefly 
present to you here this afternoon. 

Mr. Davis. Does this matter in any way clash with the hearing we 
have just concluded concerning the Red River Valley projects? 
Mr. Harris. Not at all. It has nothing to do with the projects 


that have been explained and outlined to you here that everybody 
is supporting 100 percent. 
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STATEMENT OF LOUIS GRAVES, NASHVILLE, ARK., PRESIDENT, 
LITTLE RIVER VALLEY IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION, ACCOM- 
PANIED BY HAROLD NORRIS, BROKEN BOW, OKLA., VICE PRESI- 
DENT, AND RAY KIMBALL, DE QUEEN, ARK., SECRETARY, LITTLE 
RIVER VALLEY IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Graves. If I may add a few remarks, even though it ill befits 
me to follow the Speaker of the House and Mr. Matthias and my own 
Congressman who gets up and steals all my thunder, the Congress saw 
fit in 1946 to authorize a project, and we think that the flood situation 
of 1945 gave undue emphasis to a need for flood control. 

Of course, we agreed then, as we do now, that there is a need for 
more flood control. But it happens that on April 5 there were 303,000 
cubic feet per second flowing past Shreveport, and upstream at the 
Denison Dam there was an unused capacity of over 1 million acre- 
feet of water, plus the fact that 1 week prior to this flood situation 
below the Denison Dam had been discharging 30,000 cubic feet per 
second. 

The engineers took these figures and made a design. They added 
25.7 percent to that flood situation, and that is what Millwood is sup- 
posed to cure. 

Now we feel that because of the disaster at that particular time there 
was an urgent need for haste. So the authorization was rushed 
through on an emergency basis. Today we have this situation: 9 
years ‘Tater we have had no floods on the Red River itself, and yet we 
have had floods on the Little River, the Cossatot, the Saline, and the 
Mountain Fork, which are tributaries of Little River, and they con- 
tribute eventually to the flood situation on the Red River. 

We feel that this year, along with the fact that there was not a real 
need for flood control of 375,000 cubic feet per second to be cured by 
Millwood, plus the fact that since then the Texarkana Dam and Reser- 
voir has been completed to add its protection against flood on the Red 
River, plus Cooper Dam and Reservoir, plus the fact that the cities of 
Texarkana and Dallas have secured the approval of the State of Texas 
to take emergency waters from the Red River, and plus the fact that 
the State of Louisiana, which has been primarily concerned with water 
only recently, initiated an act to get their neighboring States of Texas, 
Oklahoma, and Arkansas together to adopt some measure that would 
guarantee them that there would be water flowing in the Red River 
should be considered. 

In other words, we are approaching a point where flood control must 
be tempered with some means of conservation of water. 

On another level, we have in our own way, among our 100,000 people 
in the southwest of Arkansas and southeastern Oklahoma, tried to find 
some sort of a compromise to which we could adapt our hopes and 
dreams for a good, profitable valley with those of the people below us. 
And we have endeavored, with the aid of the Corps of Engineers, to 
find a common meeting ground. 

That brings us to date. 

We have agreed that we will attempt to develop two upstream dams, 
one on the Mountain Fork in Oklahoma and one on the Cossatot in 
Arkansas along with a modified Millwood Dam. And we have met 
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with the Corps of Engineers on September 9 at Tulsa, and they stated 
that it was their intention to make a complete survey to see if these 
things were not feasible, and if they would not satisfy the people 
downstream and the people upstream. 

So we have reached a partial meeting of the minds. That is the way 
the situation exists now. 

The reason that we are appearing here is that we would like to have 
this committee urge the Corps of Engineers to submit the report for 
which the authorization was made in 1950, because we feel that we have 
reached a stalemate until we do have the facts and figures assembled 
and until we know how the upstream dams can contribute to flood con- 
trol on the Red River. 

Those are the points that our committee would like to present to 
you today for consideration. 

We have here a more complete statement, and if we could have these 
written words incorporated into the record that presents our picture. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Davis. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT oF Louis GRAVES, NASHVILLE, ARK., PRESIDENT OF THE LITTLE RIVER 
VALLEY IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION 


My name is Louis Graves. I am president of the Little River Valley Improve- 
ment Association, an organization of over 600 paid members who reside in the 
Little River Basin in southwestern Arkansas and southeastern Oklahoma. I 
am also president of the Nashville, Ark., Chamber of Commerce, and editor and 
owner of the Nashville News, a semiweekly newspaper published at Nashville. 

Prior to the disastrous flood on the Red River in 1945 the Corps of Engineers 
has proposed no plan for a large reservoir at Millwood on the Little River in 
southwestern Arkansas, but on the contrary had considered upstream dams on 
the tributaries of Little River as a practical means of flood control. 

As a result of public clamor immediately following the 1945 flood the engineers 
proposed a big dam at Millwood to control the floodwaters from the Little River 
Basin just before they would enter Red River. 

Analysis of the records of the 1945 flood on the Red River, contained in the 
United States Geological Survey Water Supply Paper 1037 (1945); Stages and 
Damage, Mississippi River and Its Outlets and Tributaries, 1945-51, MRC, re- 
veals that the maximum discharge at Shreveport was 303,000 cubic feet per sec- 
ond on April 5; 368,000 cubic feet per second at Fulton on April 2; and 152,000 
cubic feet per second at Index, Ark., 25 miles upstream from Little River, on 
April 1. Denison Dam was in operation and the discharge therefrom was 30,100 
cubic feet per second on March 28, 25,600 cubic feet per second on March 29, re- 
ducing to 11,100 cubic feet per second on March 30, remaining at about 10,000 
cubie feet per second or less until April 13 when it was again increased to re- 
lease the water impounded during the flood. The reservoir was not filled to its 
eapacity of 5,716,000 acre-feet at spillway crest level. Its maximum content was 
3,999,000 acre-feet on April 3. It was, therefore, capable of controlling a much 
greater runoff from the drainage area above the dam had it been called upon 
to do so. This fact is of significance in considering control of the design flood on 
the Red River downstream from Denison Dam. 

In recommending the system of six reservoirs of which Millwood is one, the 
Chief of Engineers adopted a design flood, i. e., the flood to be controlled by 
the improvements recommended, as one which would produce a peak discharge 
of about 375,000 cubic feet per second at Shreveport. This is 25.7 percent greater 
than the actual maximum discharge of the 1945 flood. 

In the 10-year period from 1945 to date there have not only been no floods 
comparable to the 1945 inundation, but no serious damaging floods at all on 
Red River. 

In the past year the Texarkana Dam on Sulphur River has been dedicated 
and construction started on the Ferrells Bridge Dam, near Jefferson, Tex., to 
give further protection to the Red River downstream from the Millwood area. 
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During this same 10-year period, with no flood protection upstream there have 
been serious floods on the Little River and its tributaries almost every yeur. 

Due to opposition of local interest in the Arkansas and Oklahoma areas af- 
fected by floods in the Little River Basin, no funds have been appropriated for 
the construction of Millwood. 

Congress recognized the merit of the proposal for upstream reservoirs and in 
1950 appropriated an additional $50,000 in planning funds and directed the 
engineers to make a survey of the feasibility of upstream reservoirs as a sub- 
stitute for the Millwood Dam. 

The engineers, before a Senate subcommittee, agreed to make the survey 
and to make available to upstream interests their figures and formulas us the 
survey progressed and to afford upstream interests an opportunity to make 
suggestions prior to the final completion and submission of the survey. 

No figures or formulas have been made available to upstream proponents and 
if any survey has actually been made, it has never been made available to 
local interests. 

On September 9, 1954, at a conference in Tulsa, Okla., called by the district 
engineer and attended by representatives of the Red River Valley Association 
from Louisiana and representatives of the Little River Valley Improvement 
Association from Arkansas and Oklahoma, the district engineer outlined a pos- 
sible compromise, consisting of eight upstream reservoirs and a dry Millwood of 
reduced size as a substitute for the originally proposed Millwood. 

The minutes of this conference, prepared by the engineers, state in part: 

“It was indicated that if water supply were available in upstream reservoirs, 
there would be no need for such storage in Millwood Reservoir. There was no 
objection to the proposal that control gates be kept open during periods of low 
flow. This would eliminate any storage of water except as required to control 
floods. 

“Representatives of the State of Oklahoma and of the Little River Valley Im- 
provement Association stated that they concurred in the plan as proposed and 
were confident that they would be able to obtain necessary sponsorship for the 
water supply in the upstream reservoirs in Oklahoma. However, they further 
stated that their support of the Millwood project would have to remain con- 
tingent on development of at least a portion of the upstream system concur- 
rently or in advance of construction of the Millwood Reservoir. 

“It was generally agreed that the Tulsa District should proceed with the 
preparation of a new site-selection report for Millwood Reservoir presenting 
therein the proposed system of upsteam reservoirs in conjunction with a 
reservoir at Millwood to be operated by keeping control gates open during low 
flow and having approximately 75 percent of the authorized storage capacity. 
This report may serve as a me ans of securing authorization of the elements 
of the plan that can be economically justified at this time and in which there 
is a definite intent of local or State interests to obtain a sponsor for water 
supply. 

“State and local interests represented were requested to furnish to the Tulsa 
District general statements indicating therein concurrence with the proposed 
system of reservoirs and the extent of their interest in the water-supply features 
and their intent to secure sponsorship of those features. It was emphasized that 
these statements are considered important in the presentation of the proposed 
_ and for authorization of any of the individual reservoirs or of the complete 
plan.” 

The State of Oklahoma submitted a letter of intent to utilize the water supply 
from the Mountain Fork project in Oklahoma and Gov. Orval Faubus of Ar- 
kansas submitted a letter of intent by his State to utilize the water supply from 
the Gillham Reservoir on the Cossatot River in Arkansas. 

The former Governor of Arkansas during his term of office, the present Gov- 
ernor of Arkansas, the Congressmen of the Arkansas, and Oklahoma districts 
affected, Senators Kerr and Monroney of Oklahoma, Senator Fulbright of 
Arkansas, and the Little River Valley Improvement Association have approved 
and urged the immediate authorization of the Gillham Reservoir on the Cossatot 
River and the Mountain Fork Reservoirs in Oklahoma. Several of these state- 
ments are contained in letters attached hereto. 

Governor Orval Faubus on February 15, 1955, wrote the district engineers in 
Tulsa in part as follows: 

“It is my belief that the most beneficial effects to Arkansas through any 
flood-control project within the Little River watershed would be a system of 
upstream dams, instead of one large dam in the valley floor itself. The series 
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of upstream dams would afford flood protection not only to the Red River 
Valley, but to Little River Valley and its tributaries, such as the Saline, Cossatot, 
Rolling Fork, and Mountain Fork. Both the flood protection and the regulation 
of flowoffs would benefit the economy of the farms and cities within the valley 
by making more water available more months for farms, industries, and cities 
and by offering more stable recreational potentialities in several areas. 

“The Corps of Engineers suggestion for the upstream dams presents a base 
for solving the problem. 

“There are several minor adjustments in the planning that Arkansas would 
be concerned with, however. These include shifting more of the proportion of 
flood control from Millwood to the upstream dams, possibly lowering Millwood’s 
contribution to at least 50 percent of the original, and the use of open gates 
or a “dry dam,” as was proposed at the recent Tulsa meeting. A dry dam would 
not prohibit industrial development above the Millwood area, wherein an in- 
dustry must dispose of used waters, 

“Arkansas, with Oklahoma, is vitally interested in the water rights that 
would be made available in the series of upstream dams and would plan to pro- 
mote maximum use of such waters on a local basis. 

“Arkansas hereby expresses intent to utilize the water rights specifically from 
the Gillham Reservoir on the Cossatot River and urges that immediate author- 
ization of this project be requested by the Corps of Engineers.” 

Oren Harris, Congressman from southwestern Arkansas District, on April 4, 
1955, said in part: 

“I am in thorough accord with efforts to bring about immediate authorization of 
Mountain Fork in Oklahoma and Gillham Reservoir in Arkansas. I believe from 
my knowledge of years of study and experience with this problem that we can sus- 
tain the construction of these two projects. I hope the engineers will recom- 
mend them and, if so, I believe we can bring about the wholehearted efforts of 
the Red River Valley Association toward this construction. 

“Likewise, I approve the suggestion that after these two dams are con- 
structed that the entire matter be reappraised toward the necessity of further 
flood-control protection. It could be a possible result that no other project 
would be necessary or, if so, that a modification of Millwood could be worked 
out. Also, at that time further determination could be made as to the feasi- 
bility of other upstream dams.” 

Senator Robert S. Kerr, of Oklahoma, in a letter to the Little River Valley 
Improvement Association on March 29, 1955, said in part: 

“TI am particularly gratified to note that your association has endorsed the 
modification of the authorized projects by the construction of upstream tribu- 
tary reservoirs in substitution for the Millwood Reservoir.” 

The Little River Valley Improvement Association wrote the engineers on 
March 6, 1955, in part as follows: 

“(1) That the proposal be modified to put more of the flood-control benefits 
in the seven upstream projects. 

_ “(2) That the Corps of Engineers ask for immediate authorization of the 
Mountain Fork project in Oklahoma and the Gillham Reservoir in Arkansas. 

“(3) After the above dams are built, that the Corps of Engineers reappraise 
the modified dry Millwood project to determine the size necessary to provide the 
maximum flood control.” 

The engineers prepared a data sheet showing estimated cost of the eight up- 
stream projects proposed for the conference in Tulsa, September 9, 1954. 

We submit that the estimated costs shown on this sheet are inaccurate, 
excessive, and inflated and do not reflect the true reasonable cost of the up- 
stream projects. 

The Engineers have acknowledged that the figures reflected on this data sheet 
were not developed by means of an actual survey and that they are but rough 
estimations. We are confident that after an actual, careful survey the engi- 
neers will drastically reduce the estimated cost of the upstream dams. 

At the conference in Tulsa September 9, 1954, the district engineer requested 
letters of intent from the State of Oklahoma and the State of Arkansas to 
utilize the water supply that would be made available from the two upstream 
projects. This request has been complied with. 

We now respectfully request the Congress to postpone and hold in abeyance 
the appropriation of any funds for Millwood pending the completion of the plan 
for upstream reservoirs and that the Congress at this time authorize the con- 
struction of upstream dams on the Cossatot River in Arkansas and on the 
Mountain Fork River in Oklahoma and appropriate sufficient funds for imme- 
diate planning of these two upstream structures. 
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STATE OF ARKANSAS, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Little Rock, February 15, 1955. 
Col. STANLEY G. REIFF, 
District Engineer, Corps of Engineers, 
Tulsa, Okla. 

DEAR CoLonet Rerrr: The purpose of this letter is to outline the State of 
Arkansas’ position relative to the alternate proposal of upstream dams in lieu of 
the authorized Millwood in the Little River Valley, in accordance with your re- 
quest following a conference held in your office on September 9, 1954. I concur 
with the position outlined in a letter written by former Goy. Francis Cherry on 
January 10, 1955, and wish to make these further suggestions. 

It is my belief that the most beneficial effects to Arkansas through any flood- 
control project within the Little River watershed would be a system of upstream 
dams, instead of one large dam in the valley floor itself. The series of upstream 
dams would afford flood protection not only to the Red River Valley, but to Little 
River Valley and its tributaries, such as the Saline, Cossatot, Rolling Fork, and 
Mountain Fork. Both the flood protection and the regulation of flowoffs would 
benefit the economy of the farms and cities within the valley by making more 
water available more months for farms, industries, and cities and by offering 
more stable recreational potentialities in several areas. 

The Corps of Engineers suggestion for the upstream dams presents a base for 
solving the problem. 

There are several minor adjustments in the planning that Arkansas would be 
concerned with, however. These include shifting more of the proportion of flood 
control from Millwood to the upstream dams, possibly lowering Millwood’s con- 
tribution to at least 50 percent of the original, and the use of open gates or a 
“dry dam,” as was proposed at the recent Tulsa meeting. A dry dam would not 
prohibit industrial development above the Millwood area, wherein an industry 
must dispose of used waters. 

Arkansas, with Oklahoma, is vitally interested in the water rights that would 
be made available in the series of upstream dams and would plan to promote 
maximum use of such waters on a local basis. 

Arkansas hereby expresses intent to utilize the water rights specifically from 
the Gillham Reservoir on the Cossatot River and urges that immediate authoriza- 
tion of this project be requested by the Corps of Engineers. 

Yours very truly, 
FRANCIS CHERRY, Governor. 


STATE OF ARKANSAS, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Little Rock, January 10, 1955, 
Col. STANLEY G. REIFF, 
District Engineer, Corps of Engineers, 
Chamber of Commerce Building, 
Tulsa, Okla. 


Dear Str: Reference is made to the minutes of a conference held in the office 
of the district engineer in Tulsa, Okla., on September 9, 1954, relative to the 
plan of development for Little River Basin proposed for presentation in the 
pending Millwood site selection report. 

On that occasion those present were advised by the district engineer that, 
“The modified Millwood Reservoir and the seven-reservoir upstream system 
would effect the same degree of flood control on the Red River as the authorized 
Millwood Reservoir alone.” I understand it was indicated that if water supply 
were available in upstream reservoirs there would be no need for storage in 
Millwood Reservoir. There is no objection to the proposal that control gates be 
kept open during periods of lowtlow. This would eliminate any storage of water 
except as required to control floods. The group was further advised that the 
upstream reservoirs could be economically justified if storage of water for munici- 
pal and industrial uses was included. It is my understanding that under present 
Federal authority for construction of multiple-purpose projects the cost of 
including strorage for municipal and industrial water cannot be paid for with 
Federal funds and will require outside sponsorship. 

Those upstream reservoirs, located in Arkansas, in the system as presented 
would be the DeQueen Reservoir on the Rolling Fork River, the Gillham Reser- 
voir on the Cossatot and the upper Dierks Reservoir on the Saline. An early 
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authorization of these projects is most to be desired. The water supply features 
as outlined wil! be of great value in the development of this portion of Arkansas. 

The proper agencies of the State will be asked to establish acceptable legal 
procedures whereby funds may be made available for this purpose in accordance 
with Federal requirements. 

Very truly yours, 
FRANCIS CHERRY, 
Governor. 





LittLeE RiveR VALLEY IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION, 
Nashville, Ark., March 6, 1955. 
Col. STantey G. REIFF, 
District Engineer, Corps of Engineers, 
Chamber of Commerce Building, Tulsa, Okla. 

Dear CoLoNeL Retrr: Since receiving your letter of September 20, 1954, re- 
questing the expression of the views of the Little River Valley Improvement 
Association on the plan for development of the Little River Basin proposed at 
a conference in your office September 9, 1954, the directors of our organiza- 
tion have been studying the proposal and now wish to make the following 
suggestions: 

(1) That the proposal be modified to put more of the flood-control benefits 
in the seven upstream projects. 

(2) That the Corps of Engineers ask for immediate authorization of the 
Mountain Fork project in Oklahoma and the Gillham Reservoir in Arkansas. 

(3) After the above dams are built, that the Corps of Engineers reappraise 
the modified dry Millwood project to determine the size necessary to provide the 
maximum flood control. 

It is the consensus of opinion of the more than 600 members of our organi- 
zation in southwest Arkansas and southeast Oklahoma that the proposal for 
the ultimate construction of the seven upstream projects and a modified Mill- 
wood should form the basis for agreement by all interests concerned, and we 
feel confident that when final figures are prepared on these proposals that 
reductions in the estimated cost of the upstream projects together with the 
allocation of more flood-control benefits to these reservoirs will make them even 
more feasible than they appear on preliminary estimates. 

We appreciate very much the opportunity of submitting our views on these 
matters and assure you of the desire of our organization to cooperate in every 
way possible to secure the early authorization of the Mountain Fork and Gillham 
projects. 

Yours very truly, 
Louis Graves, President. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
March 29, 1955. 
Mr. Ray KIMBALL, 
Secretary, Little River Valley Improvement Association, 
De Queen, Ark. 

Dear Ray: I wish to express my appreciation for your letter of March 24, 
attached to which was a copy of a letter from the Little River Valley Improve- 
ment Association addressed to Colonel Reiff, in which are set forth the views of 
that association in connection with the flood-control improvements desired on 
Little River and its tributaries. 

I am particularly gratified to note that your association has endorsed the 
modification of the authorized projects by the construction of upstream tributary 
reservoirs in substitution for the Millwood Reservoir. We are going to need 
some assistance from you people in connection with the same type of a plan for 
the improvement on Kiamichi River; in other words, substitution of upstream 
reservoirs for the authorized Hugo Reservoir. 

T am also happy to know that your Governor has thoroughly endorsed the up- 
stream projects. 

I am fully convinced that if we will all pull together and not compromise that 
we will be able to secure approval of the seven tributary reservoirs in lieu of the 
Millwood project on Little River. 

With all good wishes, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
Rosert S. KERR. 
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., April 4, 1955. 
Mr. Ray KIMBALL, 
Secretary, Little River Valley Improvement Association, 
De Queen, Ark. 

Dear Ray: This will acknowledge your letter which I am glad to have, together 
with copy of your letter of March 6 to the Tulsa office of the Corps of Engineers, 
presenting suggestions of the directors of the Little River Valley Improvement 
Association for flood control of the Little River Basin. 

I appreciate the continued interest being manifest by the Little River Valley 
Improvement Association in this program. I am interested in the recommenda- 
tion which you have made to the office of the district engineer in Tulsa. Cer- 
tainly the membership of your organization who live in this area are entitled 
to consideration as to the approach on control of the waters of Little River. 

I will be very much interested in the report of the engineers and certainly it is 
long overdue. I cannot help but have some reservations as to the feasibility of 
seven upstream dams. Although I am not an engineer I have serious doubt 
whether we could ever sustain a position in the Congress for this number of up- 
stream projects due to the excessive cost in ratio to the benefit that would be 
provided. 

However I am in thorough accord with efforts to bring about immediate au- 
thorization of Mountain Fork in Oklahoma and Gillham Reservoir in Arkansas. 
1 believe from my knowledge of years of study and experience with this prob- 
lem that we can sustain the construction of these two projects. I hope the 
engineers will recommend them, and if so, I believe we can bring about the 
wholehearted efforts of the Red River Valley Association toward this con- 
struction. 

Likewise, I approve the suggestion that after these two dams are constructed 
that the entire matter be reapprised toward the necessity of further flood-con- 
trol protection. It could be possible that no other project would be neces- 
sary, or, if so, that a modifjcation could be made as to the feasibility of other up- 
stream dams. 

Please be assured of my very special interest in this program and my efforts 
toward working it out in the most feasible, practical and satisfactory manner. 

With kind regards, 

Sincerely yours, 
Oren HArrRis, Member of Congress. 

Mr. Graves. I might add, if I may, sir, that with Mr. Matthias we 
have had our points of disagreement. He made the observation that 
he thought we could get together on the basis of the engineers sub- 
mitting that report. 

We in our valley do not want to sacrifice for the protection of an- 
other valley. We have a fine, wonderful valley. It has timber, and 
today it has the only cement plant in Arkansas lodged in that valley. 
It is 100 percent in the production of cement for defense plants in 
Little Rock and other places. 

So we have a wonderful valley. We would not like to be sacrificed 
for another, although we have sympathy for their problems. 

We have reached a position where we think we can get together if 
the Corps of Engineers will submit that report and let us look it 
over. Then we will be back before you. 

Mr. Marrutas. Mr. Chairman, may I add just one word? 

Mr. Davis. All right, Mr. Matthias. 


STATEMENT OF L. R. MATTHIAS, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
RED RIVER VALLEY IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION, SHREVEPORT, 
LA.—Resumed 


Mr. Marrutas. What we are now discussing, of course, has nothing 
to do with the hearing we have just had. But in 1950 the downstream 
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interests particularly agreed to the restudy. We worked hard to get 
the funds to accomplish the restudy. As Congressman Harris has 
stated, that has been 5 years ago. We still have yet to see the report. 
Time is wasting, and every day that goes by construction is just that 
much further off. 

If you could prevail upon the Corps of Engineers for the report, 
we would like to add our wishes in that direction, too, that we, too, 
are anxious to see this problem solved and construction and progress 
undertaken in that particular section of our valley. 

We have no objection to Mr. Graves’ statement. We join in and 
ask you, if it is the prerogative of the committee, to ask for that re- 
port, and then we will join in with that, too. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you, sir. 

Do the other two gentlemen have statements? 

Mr. Harris. No. They are just here to support their president. 

I would like for the record to note their presence : 

Mr. Harold Norris, vice president of the Little River Valley Asso- 
ciation, and Mr. Ray Kimball, of De Queen, Ark., who is secretary 
of the association. 

Mr. Davis. Let the record show also that the administrative assist- 
ant to Mr. Car] Albert, of Oklahoma, was present. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman, if I might say a word, in listening to 
this last argument regarding the engineers making surveys, I go back 
to the wise advice 3 or 4 weeks ago that our committee should ‘prevail 
upon the Appropriations Committee in an effort to try to get them 
to put more money into the survey funds of the engineers. It not 
only involves your district but my district and many other places 
where the engineers do not have sufficient money to make proper in- 
vestigations to bring these projects up to a point where they can be 
submitted to the Congress. 

I believe that this committee, being the authorizing committee, 
owes it to the people that are representing these projects to make an 
effort to try and have more money in the survey funds of the Corps 
of Engineers. 

Mr. Davis. You are certainly correct. 

I do want to thank all of you who have appeared this afternoon 
for the thoroughness with which you have presented this matter and 
the consideration which you have accorded us. 

We have a very highly controversial measure on the floor of the 
House, and we did want to extend ourselves and accommodate you 
because we knew that a great many of you were here for another 
purpose and on another mission. We do hope that you feel satisfied. 

The committee will remain for just a few minutes in executive 
session. 

Before we close the record I would like the record to show that Mr. 
Selden, of Alabama, expected to be here in the interests of H. R. 3235, 
but the committee found itself out of time and we had to postpone his 

matter until next Monday. 


(Whereupon, at 3:10 p. m., the committee proceeded in executive 
session.) 
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FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 
MISCELLANEOUS PROJECTS 


MONDAY, MAY 23, 1955 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLOop CONTROL OF THE 
ComMMITTEE ON Pupsiic Works, 
Washington, D. C. 


MIscELLANEOUS FLOOp Contrro, LEGISLATION 


The subcommittee met at 2 p. m. in room 1402 of the House Com- 
mittee on Public Works, Hon. Clifford Davis (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 

Mr. Davis. Gentlemen, the subcommittee will please be in order. 


LOYALHANNA CREEK, PA.—PROJECT 578 


Mr. Davis. I see Mr. Kelley is present this afternoon. The first 
project we will take up is No. 578, for Loyalhanna Creek, Pa. The 
cost is $39,000 for a study of survey scope. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Kelley, did you have a brief statement you wanted 
to make on this application for a survey scope on this creek in Penn- 
sylvania? 


STATEMENT OF HON. AUGUSTINE B. KELLEY, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Ketiey. Mr. Chairman, I do not have a prepared statement. 

Mr. Davis. That is all right. 

Mr. Ketiry. That creek is in my congressional district. It flows 
through the city of Latrobe, which is an industrial city of about 
15,000 or 16,000 people. Last fall when they had the terrific rains in 
that neighborhood the city suffered a great deal of damage. One man- 
ufacturing plant, a metals company, located in the city, was damaged 
to the extent of $200,000, they report. 

The city slopes away toward the north. In that neighborhood there 
were 500 families that were dispossessed for awhile from their homes 
on account of the flood. They were driven out. 

I visited the area a couple of days afterward, and they were really 
in distress, 

There was an improvement on that creek following the terrific 
flood in 1936. The Army engineers did some channeling there, but 
not sufficient to take care of the water that occurred with the effects 
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of this Hurricane Hazel. It was due to the heavy rainfall and water- 
sheds up in the mountains. It was the worst flood suffered in the 
memory of the natives. 

I think and they think that something further could be done to 
improve that situation to avoid anything like that in the future. 

Mr. Davis. I believe that flood in October of 1954 caused damages 
close to $1 million? 

Mr. Ketiry. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Davis. $900,000. 

Mr. Keiiey. That is right, sir. I can vouch for the necessity for 
a survey, to see what further can be done there, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Colonel Starbird, the Corps of Engineers recommends 
this survey, does it not? 


STATEMENT OF COL. ALFRED D. STARBIRD, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF 
CIVIL WORKS FOR FLOOD CONTROL, CORPS OF ENGINEERS— 
Resumed 


Colonel Starsiep. They do, sir. We commented on the 3d of March 
1955 on the draft resolution recommending a survey. 

Mr. Davis. Does anybody have any questions? We shall hear these 
projects briefly and then take them up in executive session. I did 
not want to hold the members here any longer than necessary. 

Mr. Mack. The estimated cost of the survey, Colonel, is $39,000? 

Colonel Srarsirp. $39,000, sir. 

Mr. Mack. That is all. 

Mr. Ketiey. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you, Mr. Kelley. We will let you hear by tele- 
phone what we do after the executive session. 

Mr. Kextiey. Thank you very much. 


RUM RIVER, MINN.—PROJECT 594 


Mr. Davis. We will now hear from the Honorable Roy W. Wier, 
from Minnesota, with regard to project 594, the Rum River of 
Minnesota. 

This project represents no additional cost, since the resolution has 
been adopted by the Senate Committee on Public Works. 

Gentlemen of the committee and Mr. Wier, we try to maintain the 
integrity of the House Members, so as long as the Senate Committee 
on Public Works has approved this resolution it is not necessary here. 
However, we want to take care of your interests in the matter. 





STATEMENT OF HON. ROY W. WIER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 


Mr. Wier. Oh, indeed. 
Mr. Davis. I will tell you right now, without objection from the 
committee, we will approve that resolution, and you can do whatever 
is necessary to tell the folks back home. 

Mr. Wier. I will see that each one of you gets a bottle of water out 
of the Rum River. 
(Discussion off the record.) 
Mr. Wier. Is that all, Mr. Chairman? 
Mr. Davis. That is all. Thank you, sir. 
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TREMPEALEAU RIVER, WIS.—PROJECT 566 


Mr. Davis. We will next take up the Trempealeau River, Wis., 
project 566, which is of special interest to Mr. Johnson of Wisconsin. 

The cost of this is $4,000. This is just a little project. 

The Trempealeau River, a tributary of the Mississippi River, is located in 
west central Wisconsin and drains an area of about 630 square miles. The 
watershed is located in a region that is primarily farming. 

The communities and their populations are also given. 


There is no existing Federal flood-control project in the basin. Flood damages 
in the basin which have been reported from time to time have been scattered. 
The Weather Bureau reported flood damages totaling about $288,000 in the Trem- 
pealeau Basin following an unusually heavy period of precipitation in June 
1954 


STATEMENT OF HON. LESTER R. JOHNSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN 


Mr. Jonnson. Mr. Chairman, if the committee cares to listen, I have 
some information on the flood damage. I have lots more information 
in my office, but I got together some material after hearing you were 
taking care of this this afternoon. I would be glad to give it to you. 

Mr. Davis. All right, sir. Colonel Starbird has written the ap- 
proval of the Corps of Engineers for this survey. Give us those 
figures, Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. Jounson. I have been working for some time with Mr. M. W. 
Torkelson, director of regional planning, Bureau of Engineering, 
State of Wisconsin; Mr. Peter Bieri, county agricultural agent, 
Trempealeau County, Wis.; and many others in order to present our 
case before this committee. 

During 1954, we have found there were 4 damaging floods with 
an estimated total loss of $438,000. The dates of these were: May 2-5, 
$118,000; June 20-24, $250,000; July 4, $10,000, and on October 4, 
$60,000. Breakdown of the last one listed in October was city prop- 
erty $10,000; buildings and machinery $4,000; movable equipment 
$6,000; public property $30,000 ; crops $2,000; livestock $5,000; barns, 
sheds, fences, $1,000; railroads and highways $2,000. Crop loss is 
generally higher than this, but this was a flash flood with a 4-inch 
excessive rainfall in a 24-hour period in the extreme upper part of the 
valley, particularly over French Creek. Rainfall in the lower end of 
the valley was considerably less. 

For the year 1953 there were 3 major floods, that is, March 19 with 
an estimated total loss of $10,000; July 2, $15,000, and August 4 with 
$10,000. These figures do not include erosion loss. The above dam- 
ages were estimated from various reports and were not made by actual 
field survey. 

I am able to furnish facts and figures on other damage done 4 or 5 
years ago and the period since that time, but I believe the committee 
‘an fully realize the tragic conditions resulting from the Trempealeau 
River floods over the years. 

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully urge that this survey be authorized. 

Mr. Davis. That preliminary examination will only cost $4,000. 
Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 
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Mr. Jounson. I thank the committee for the opportunity to appear 
before you. 

Mr. Davis. Yes, sir. Thank you. 

Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman, there is just one statement I would 
like to add. 

Mr. Davis. Do not talk yourself out of this project, Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. Jounson. I just want to say that I went all over this area in 
1954 and saw the flood damage that could happen, after Congress 
adjourned. 

Mr. Davis. I was just joking with you. I was not serious. Thank 
you very much. 





PIGEON CREEK, IND.—PROJECT 590 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Denton has project 590 for Pigeon Creek, Ind. This 
is $5,000 for a preliminary examination. The Corps of Engineers has 
approved it. 

Pigeon Creek, in southwestern Indiana, rises in Warrick County and flows 
generally southwest emptying into Ohio River at Evansville. It has a total 


orn 


drainage area of 375 square miles. The flood-protection project for Evansville, 
Ind., authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1937, includes 15.6 miles of earth 
levee, 2.4 miles of concrete wall, 20 pumping plants, and other necessary ap- 
purtenances. The project is about 21 percent complete. The completed sections 
are located along the Ohio River. Construction of the improvements along 
Pigeon Creek has not been started. Local interests desire some other plan 
of flood protection in lieu of the authorized plan. They object to the authorized 
plan on the grounds that it will result in interrupted railroad and highway 
communications during floods and that it will prevent industrial development 
along Pigeon Creek. They desire that alternative plans involving diversion of 
Pigeon Creek into Ohio River upstream from Evansville be studied. 

Although limited data now available indicates that, at the present time, 
the plan of diversion proposed by local interests may lack economic justifica- 
tion. a preliminary report on modification of the authorized project in order 
to determine the best method for flood protection along Pigeon Creek, appears 
warranted. A review report of preliminary examination scope is estimated to 
cost $5,000, and a survey report, $20,000. Prosecution of the study, however, 
will depend on the av ailability of funds for the purpose. 


I do not suppose you have anything to add to that, Mr. Denton? 


STATEMENT OF HON. WINFIELD K. DENTON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF INDIANA 


Mr. Denton. The only thing I want to add is about this creek. 
For all practical purposes we can say it runs through the center of 
the city of Evansville. They started the flood- control project there 
right after the 1937 flood. The difficulty they ran into is that the 
plans call for building a levee up and down each side of this creek, 
and this creek moves through the middle of this city north out about 
a mile, and then it turns and goes east 10 or 15 miles, and then hits the 
city again as it goes out. Then it turns and goes northwest, and it 
starts in Gibson County and runs back about 30 miles to north of 
where it started from. 

The difficulty is that if you build this flood wall down this creek 
bank you have to relocate four railroads, and there are slaughter- 
houses and packing plants and industry of all kinds that will have 
to be relocated, if you do that. That has held up the building of the 
flood wall. 
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As to this plan, as proposed, to dam up this creek and build a lake, 
then they would plan about 10 miles east of the city of Evansville, 
5 or 6 miles from the Ohio River, to divert the course of the creek, 
and then they can build a flood wall across the creek, for a sewer. 
There is a project on now to raise the height of the river from 3 feet, 
from a 9-foot channel to a 12-foot channel. This has all been a sewer. 
If you did that it would be an open sewer, laying that way. 

The engineers approve this project, and I hope it can be approved. 

Mr. Davis. This is a cost of $5,000. Are there any questions from 
my right or from my left ? 

Thank you, Mr. Denton. We will let you hear after we go into 
executive session. Our colleagues are pressing all of the members of 
this committee. 





STURGEON RIVER, MICH.—PROJECT 558 

Mr. Davis. The next project is No. 558, with regard to the Sturgeon 
River, in Michigan. Mr. Bennett of Michigan is here. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Chairman, we do not have that resolution on this 
side. 

Mr. Davis. We do not have it on the list. This is the Sturgeon 
River, Mich. Mr. Bennett will appear. It is $50,000 for a study 
of survey scope. 

I will read them out loud. There is just a line on each of them. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN B. BENNETT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Bennett. Mr. Chairman, this is the Sturgeon River flood- 
control project in Michigan. 

This is an area of farmland, mainly, involving some 30,000 acres of 
tillable soil. The flood damage to crops in 1953 was $296,000, and in 
1954 it was $160,000. The total value of the land and personal prop- 
erty in the area is some odd three million seven hundred thousand 
dollars. 

This is a very serious situation, and I hope that the committee will 
authorize this survey. 

Mr. Davis. 'The damages are about $296,000 and $160,000, respec- 
tively, in the 2 years. 

Colonel Starbird, representing the Corps of Engineers, has given his 
approval for the Sturgeon River. 

Are there any questions on the part of any of the members of this 
committee ? 

Mr. Mack. Colonel, is this a recent resolution, or has this been 
before the committee before ? 

Colonel Srarsirp. The comment on this resolution was in January 
1955. Actual referal to the Corps of Engineers was shortly prior 
thereto, sir. 

Mr. Mack. It has never been before the committee in previous 
years ? 

Colonel Srarpirp. As far as I know; no, sir. 

Mr. Davis. That is all, Mr. Bennett. Thank you. 

Mr. Bennett. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee. 
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BIG SIOUX RIVER, IOWA AND 8S. DAK.—PROJECT 570 


Mr. Davis. We will take up for consideration at this time Mr. 
Hoeven’s project No. 570, for the Big and Little Sioux Rivers, Iowa 
and South Dakota. This is $45,000 for the study of survey scope. 

I will read this report quickly. 

The Big Sioux River rises in eastern South Dakota and flows generally south 
about 390 miles to its confluence with the Missouri River a few miles upstream 
from Sioux City, lowa. It drains an area of 9,310 square miles. Topography, for 
the most part, is gently rolling. General floods are characterized by slow rises 
and prolonged high water followed by gradually falling stages. Tributary 
floods are comparatively rapid in their rise and fall. Flooding occurs to some 
extent throughout most of the length of the Big Sioux River, but damages 
are concentrated in three principal areas comprising 92,500 acres, of which 
42,000 are in the upper basin, 18,000 are in the central basin, and 32,500 are 
in the lower basin. The area is mostly cultivated cropland. Parts of several 
towns are subject to flooding, but urban damages occur principally in the 
city of Sioux Falls, S. Dak. A project for flood protection on the Big Sioux 
River and tributaries at Sioux Falls was authorized by the Flood Control 
Act of 1954. The report which provided the basis for that authorization also 
included studies of the lower basin of the Big Sioux River and determined 
that channel improvement and levees were economically justified for that area. 
Local interests, however, were generally opposed to these improvements, and as 
a consequence no recommendations were made for their construction. It appears 
that local interest in the lower basin now believe that certain modifications to 
the improvement recommended in the latest report may result in an acceptable 
plan of lesser scope which would retain economic feasibility, and which could 
be in operation at an earlier date. 

In view of the foregoing recent developments, it appears possible that a 
satisfactory alternative solution may now be formulated. The cost of a review 
report of survey scope is estimated at $45,000. 


Would you care to add anything to that? I think it is pretty full. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES B. HOEVEN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IOWA 


Mr. Hoeven. Only this, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee, this is sort of a double-jointed affair. The report was ap- 
proved as to the Big Sioux River and that part of it affecting the up- 
per reaches of the river, mainly in the Sioux Falls, S. Dak., area. I 
understand they are asking for appropriations for that project this 
year. 

Now they have formed a lot of Big Sioux River associations in the 
lower reaches of the river, and I think you have on file a petition signed 
by 154 property owners along the river who now want to review the 
entire situation. 

I will say in passing that we have had the wholehearted coopera- 
tion of the district engineer at Omaha, particularly Colonel Haynes, 
who has suggested that rather than review the entire project we review 
the project as it pertains to the lower Big Sioux area. This is an 
overall plan. I think we cannot just let the matter rest by improving 
the upper basin and not pay any attention to the lower portion of the 
Big Sioux River. 

That is all I have to say about it. I think it isa worthwhile project. 
We sustained about a half million dollar loss there, as is usual every 
year, with particular reference to the towns of Hawarden, Akron, 
and Sioux City. 
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I do not know whether the Army engineers have formulated 
report to this date or not. 

Mr. Davis. They have approved the necessity for the survey ! 

Mr. Horven. Yes. 

I will say I have every reason to believe under this new organi- 
zation and a revised plan that you will receive the full cooperation of 
the people in the lower reaches of the river, which ultimately will 
mean an overall plan for the entire Big Sioux which, after all, is the 
border stream between South Dakota and part of Iowa. 

Mr. Davis. Are there any questions on the part of anybody on the 
committee ? 

Mr, Jonrs. I should like to ask a question of Colonel Starbird. 

Mr. Davis. All right. 

Mr. Jones. If we get appropriations in the amount of the budget 
request, could this survey be completed ¢ 

Colonel Srarsrrp. We have made a tentative allocation of the 
funds requested in the fiscal year 1956, requested by the Budget. We 
do not, of course, have our appropriation as yet. 

To answer your question specifically, the probability of any added 
work being undertaken in the budget amount is very slim. When we 
get our funds, sir, we will review our whole backlog again. 

Mr. Jones. But if the House passes and the § Senate passes an ap- 
propriation bill in the amount of the budget, even though this survey 
report is approved, it will not be committed to a survey for the next 
fiscal year ¢ 

Colonel Srarsrrp. I would not say positively. As I mentioned, we 
will take the whole list again and look it over when we know how 
much money we are going to get and review the whole list. 

Mr. Jones. I asked you about the budget amount. If we pass the 
appropriation bill in the amount of the budget request, would this 
particular project be included in the works to be committed in the 
next fiscal year ? 

Colonel Srarsiep. It is very unlikely that it will be, sir. 

Mr, Horven. May I interject there? Are not the appropriations 
largely up to the district engineer as to what recommendations they 
will make? 

Colonel Srarsirp. The district engineer makes his recommendation 
and we review it and select the most urgent projects. 

Mr. Scuwence.. Mr. Hoeven is very interested in this, and I can 
give you personal testimony of the damages inflicted on that area 
by this terrible condition over which they have no control. Therefore, 
I think it is our business to give some very serious consideration to 
this very worthy project. 

Mr. Davis. Are there any other questions? 


HOUSE RESOLUTION 584 


Mr. Davis. We have already passed over House Resolution 584, 
Bear Creek. 

Mr. Jones. I ask unanimous consent that it be passed over to the 
next session without prejudice. There are other people here to pre- 
sent their projects and we should not utilize the time of the commit- 
tee for that one. 
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Mr. Davis. Colonel Starbird recommended it, Congressman Jones. 
He thinks that it ought to be done and a survey "made. We will take 
it up in executive session. The engineers recommend that it is a 
worthy project, so we will pass it to executive session because we do 
not want you to be penalized. You might slip up and get the money 
You never can tell. 

Mr. Jones. It will be the very first time that I ever slipped up on 
it, I can tell you that. 




















H. R. 4729 


Mr. Davis. Our colleague on this committee, Mr. George—and a 
very valued member has introduced H. R. 4729, which would name 
a lake created by the Fall River Reservoir in the State of Kansas, 
Lake Meyer. 

(The bill referred to is as follows :) 
[H. R. 4729, 84th Cong., 


A BILL To designate the lake created by the Fall River Reservoir, in the State of Kansas, 
as Lake Meyer 








1st sess.] 








Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the lake created by the Fall River Dam, 
on the Fall River, a tributary of Verdigris River, near Fall River, Kansas, shall 
be known and designated as Lake Meyer. Any law, regulation, document, or 
record of the United States in which such lake is referred to under any other 
name or designation shall be held to refer to such lake as Lake Meyer. 


Mr. Davis. Both the Army Engineers and the Department of the 
Interior report favorably. Is this man Meyer deceased ¢ 







STATEMENT OF HON. MYRON V. GEORGE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS 


















Mr. Grorcr. He was my predecessor and died in office. The ap- 
propriations were granted and completed during his term of office. I 
thought that it w ould be a nice gesture to him, ‘and also to the people 
in that river valley, to name the lake created by the Fall River Dam, 
Lake Meyer. I know it has been done in previous instances, and I am 
in hopes that the committee can go along with me on this. I assure you 
that you will not have any trouble with the Appropriations Commit- 
tee in this case. 

Mr. Davis. We will take the matter up in executive session. 


H. R. 4782 


We will now take up H. R. 4782, a bill introduced by Mr. Berry 
of South Dakota. 


(The bill referred to is as follows :) 












[H. R. 4782, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To change the name of the Fort Randall Reservoir in the State of South Dakota 
to Lake Evans 





Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Fort Randall Reservoir in the State 
of South Dakota shall be known and designated hereafter as Lake Evans in honor 
of George O. Evans, area engineer, who has been in charge of construction on 
Fort Randall Dam since work was started on the project. Any law, regulation, 
document, or record of the United States in which such reservoir is referred to 
by any other name shall be held and considered to refer to such reservoir by the 
name of Lake Evans. 
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Mr. Davis. He wants to name the reservoir in the State of South 
Dakota, Lake Evans. Heisnot here. We will just pass this one over, 
for more than one reason. 


H. R. 1599 


Mr. Davis. We will now take up H. R. 1599, a bill introduced by Mr. 
Pilcher, to provide for adjustments in the lands or interests therein 
acquired for the Jim Woodruff Reservoir, Ga., by the reconveyance of 
certain lands or interests therein to the former owners thereof. 

( The bill referred to is as follows :) 


[H. R. 1599, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide for adjustments in the lands or interests therein acquired for the Jim 
Woodruff Reservoir, Georgia, by the reconveyance of certain lands or interests therein to 
the former owners thereof 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) in order to provide for adjustments 
in the lands or interests in land heretofore acquired for the Jim Woodruff 
Reservoir, Georgia, to conform such acquisition to a lesser estate in lands now 
being acquired to complete the real estate requirements of the project, the Secre- 
tary of the Army is authorized to sell any such land or interests in land heretofore 
acquired to the former owners of such land whenever (1) he shall determine that 
such land or interest is not required for public purposes, and (2) he shall have 
received an application for reconveyance as hereinafter provided. 

(b) Any such sale of any such land or interest shall be made only after 
the Secretary (1) has given notice, in such manner (including publication) 
as he shall by regulation prescribe, to the former owner of such land or interest, 
and (2) has received an application for the reconveyance of such land or 
interest from such former owner in such form as he shall by regulation prescribe, 
within a period of ninety days following the date of issuance of such notice. 

(c) Any reconveyance of land or interest therein made under this Act shall 
be subject to such exceptions, restrictions, and reservations (including a res- 
ervation to the United States of flowage rights) as the Secretary may determine 
are in the public interest. 

(d) Any land or interest therein reconveyed under this Act shall be sold 
for an amount determined by the Secretary to be equal to the price for which 
the land was acquired by the United States, adjusted to reflect (1) any in- 
crease in the value thereof resulting from improvements to the land made 
by the United States, or (2) any decrease in the value thereof resulting from 
(A) any reservation, exception, restriction, or condition to which the reconvey- 
ance is made subject, and (B) any damage to the land or interest therein caused 
by the United States. 

(e) The requirements of this section shall not be applicable with respect to 
the disposition of any land, or interest therein, described in subsection (a) 
if the Secretary shall certify (1) that notice has been given to the former owner 
of such land or interest as provided in subsection (b) and that no qualified 
applicant has made timely application for the reconveyance of such land or 
interest, or (2) that within a reasonable time after receipt of a proper appli- 
cation for any reconveyance of such land or interest the parties have been 
unable to reach a satisfactory agreement with respect to the reconveyance of 
such land or interest. 

(f) As used in this section, the term “former owner” means the person from 
whom any land, or interest therein, was acquired by the United States, or if 
such person is deceased, his spouse, or if any spouse is deceased, his children. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Army may delegate any authority conferred upon 
him by this Act to any cfficer or employee of the Department of the Army. 
Any such officer or employee shall exercise the authority so delegated under 
rules and regulations approved by the Secretary. 

Sec. 3. Any proceeds from sales made under this Act shall be available for 
use in administering the provisions of this Act and any surplus shall be covered 
into the Treasury of the United States as miscellaneous receipts. 

Sec. 4. This Act shall terminate three years after the date of its enactment. 


Mr. Davis. Mr. Pilcher? 
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STATEMENT OF HON. J. L. PILCHER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF GEORGIA 


Mr. Prrcuer. Mr. Chairman, we are not asking you for any money. 
We are going to give you back the money on this little bill. 

Mr. Davis. This will provide for a reconveyance of certain Jim 
Woodruff Reservoir lands. The Army is fevorable, with amendments. 

Sit down and tell us what you want to about this bill. 

Mr. Pincuer. When they started that Jim Woodruff Dam down 
in my district the sportsmen, the whole bunch, got happy and said 
that they needed about 65,000 acres of land. The sportsmen fell 
down on the money, and they have finally found out that they did 
not need but 32,000 acres of land. 

When they started to have the condemnation proceedings down 
there they got into a lot of court trouble with the people. By taking 
too much of the land that they did not need they got into trouble. 
But there were few of the people that did not have money enough 
to hire a lawyer, or something, and they went ahead and deeded the 
Government what the sportsmen said that they required at that time. 
After the Army engineers got into it they made new surveys, and, of 
course, as I said, they found that they did not need all this land. 
But it left about 12 or 15 small people in a pretty bad way where 
they had gone in a mile or a mile and a half from the reservoir 
taking in peanut fields and good pasture land. 

The Army engineers wrote this bill. at has been approved by the 
Budget Bureau. It gives these little people a right to purchase back 
their land at the same price that the ences paid them for it. 
They will pay the Government for the survey and the Army engineers 
will be the ones to say where the line will be. 

In other words, it is just the land that the Army engineers say 
that they do not need for the reservoir that they have taken from 
these few small farmers. 

Mr. Davis. How many acres would be involved in the reconveyance ? 

Mr. Pitcner. The entire thing—not 1,000 acres. 

Mr. Davis. Colonel Starbird, you indicate here you have some 
amendments, favorable. 

Colonel Srarzirv. Mr. Knott will testify to that. 


STATEMENT OF LAWSON KNOTT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, UNITED 
STATES ARMY 


Mr. Knorr. You will recall that we considered this bill once before 
about 6 weeks ago. At that time we outlined the circumstances under 
which the corps has revised its policy. The committee has been fur- 
nished with copies of that statement of revised policy and I believe 
you are generally familiar with it. 

As a result of that, there were a number of flood-control projects 
in which we were then acquiring lands in which we found ourselves 
in this situation: That landowners who had conveyed land in fee 
which now we felt we would not now be acquiring in fee, were being 
penalized because their lands had been acquired by direct purchase. 

There is on the statute books a law which authorizes the Attorney 
General—and that was enacted in 1942—in a pending condemnation 
proceeding to stipulate with the landowners to correct errors. That 
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has been utilized and may be utilized to revest title where a declara- 
tion of taking has been filed, but final judgment has not been entered. 
It of course being a pending proceeding, we may stipulate and revest 
the title, so in many instances where lands were being acquired 
through condemnation proceedings, it could be handled under exist- 
ing law. But where a land owner had conveyed by warranty deed, 
and we would not now be acquiring his land in fee, we are in a posi- 
tion of not being able to reconvey the fee, or so much of the interest, 
subject to a flowage easement, as we now find we could convey to him, 

This bill would provide the Secretary of the Army with authority 
to bring about that readjustment. It is not within the scope of the 
bill that it would affect whole projects, land which has been acquired 
many years ago and which would normally be disposed of under 
existing laws relating to excess property. 

The Department in its reports on various bills touched on this sub- 
ject and distinguished between those which are affected by this change 
in policy and which are in effect an adjustment of title interest to 
balance the equities, and those projects where lands have been held for 
many years where we can, by reviewing the development status of the 
project, find that pieces of land here and there can be disposed of. 
Those are being disposed of under the existing law. 

Mr. Jones. Why is it you cannot dispose of this property without 
this bill? 

Mr. Knorr. You can, Mr. Jones. You could report these pieces of 
land as excess property and they could be disposed of, assuming they 
moved in the normal course from excess to surplus. They could be 
disposed of. As a matter of fact, they could be sold to the former 
owner under the existing law. That law, I understand, enabling the 
General Services Administration to go ahead and negotiate sales has 
been extended on a year-to-year basis and expires June 30, but as of 
today they could negotiate a sale to the former owner but at the fair 
market value. That would be the principal difference. 

Mr. Jones. The committee has from year to year insisted with the 
Corps of Engineers that they bring us legislation here so that we could 
authorize the Corps of Engineers to make disposition of surplus prop- 
erty flowing into the category of this property. Then there would 
not be the necessity of having resolutions every time you wanted to 
convey land at specific reservoirs. 

Mr. Knorr. Well, the committee now has two bills before it that 
would do that. The Department has reported them. 

Mr. Jones. If we have pending legislation it would take care of 
several situations that are being proposed in different bills; is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Knorr. Yes. 

Mr. Davis. Who introduced that bill? 

Mr. Tirrney. Congressman Ikard of Texas. 

Mr. Knorr. Mr. Wright of the committee has a similar bil! 

Mr. Tierney. The reports just came in on it this week 

Mr. Knorr. That is right. 

Mr. Davis. Do they have favorable reports ? 

Mr. Tierney. Yes; on overall policy. 

_ Mr. Jones. Do most of these cases arise out of cases where there 
Is severance damage? Do you take the whole tract ? 
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Mr. Knorr. I think we will always have some severance problems. 
but this does certainly in part arise out of that situation and we will 
be placing, and we are placing, under this new policy, much greater 
emphasis on the acquisition of flowage easements where possible. 

Mr. Jones. We hear hours of hours of testimony with regard to 
taking care of a situation in a given reservoir. It seems to me that 
general legislation should be passed before those things come up. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Tierney, what is your best judgment as our lawyer? 
Do you think that it would be wise to hold these matters in suspense 
until we take such time to go into that bill which would give overall 
authority to take care of all these cases? 

Mr. Trerney. Mr. Chairman, only from a quick reading of the 
report which came in from the Corps of Engineers, I was more or 
less surprised that it just did not seem to fit every one of these cases. 
There may be some cases that have certain circumstances that would 
not fit within the framework of that general criteria and policy 
statement. This witness may have more information on that subject 
than I have from a quick reading of the report which arrived just a 
few daysago. He may care to comment on what I have just stated. 

Mr. Jones. I did not mean to interpose any hope of delay because 
if the situation is urgent I see no reason why we cannot go ahead and 
deal with it as we have in the past. However, it seems to me that if 
you would come up with some firm and fixed policy rather than just 
piecemealing it, we would be better off every time the question arises. 

Mr. Davis. I think that point is well taken. We can discuss this 
further in executive session, but Mr. Tierney indicates all these cases 
do not seem to fall on all fours. 

Mr. Trerney. To fit within the framework of this overall policy. 
That was my reaction from a quick reading of the report. Now, 
whether this witness cares to reply to some extent with respect to 
this particular report, I do not know, but I think that it might be 
helpful to the committee if he did. 

Mr. Davis. Do you think a general authority would take care of 
a case like this one? 

Mr. Knorr. Yes, I think that it would. Asa matter of fact, in our 
report to the committee on the 2 general bills we suggested a bill such 
as this bill, 1599, and the 2 bills relating to the Demopolis Reservoir 
which the committee is going to consider today; that a bill modeled 
after those bills could very well be made applicable to specific reser- 
voirs. We have pointed out in our report, Mr. Chairman, that all new 
reservoir projects we are applying this policy to so that on a country- 
wide long-range basis we do not jailer there would be any lands 
which would be subject to reconveyance on new projects, but we do 
recognize that in this changeover of policy there were some 20 projects, 
roughly, on which we had acquired at least some land, and we might 
be affected by this project. : 

These bills, H. R. 1599 and the other bills like it, have a life of only 
3 years, again simply to take care of this adjustment period. It is 
not our thought that it should apply to all projects. TI believe if we 
were to recommend there would be serious objections from the Gen- 
eral Services Administration as representing an inroad to the general 
laws applicable to the subject. This bill, or a bill like this bill, has 
been the subject of discussion with the General Services Administration 








is. 
ll 


er 


to 
at, 


rt 
Ise 
all 


he 


es. 
ild 
icy 
ect 
ta 


use 
ind 
t if 
ust 
ses. 
his 
ses 


icy. 
ow, 
, to 
| be 


> of 


our 
such 
voir 
eled 
ser- 
new 
‘try- 
ands 
e do 
ects, 
ight 


only 
It is 
f we 
Gen- 
neral 
, has 
Ation 


FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 63 


and with the Bureau of the Budget, and they feel with the language 
so pointed to an adjustment process, it would not conflict with their 
administration of laws. So the thought was in submitting the report 
on the general bill that one like this, simply by adding an additional 
section which would identify the projects to be affected by it, might 
very well do the job. 48.5 

Mr. Dempsey. Would you want some amendment to this bill that 
is now before us? 

Mr. Kworr. They are technical amendments, Governor. 

Mr. Dempsey. The thing that I am concerned about, Mr. Chairman, 
is how long will it delay the relief that the gentleman is seeking. His 
bill can go through by unanimous consent with no objection, but if 
you make this bill general you may have considerable trouble with it. 
I am in favor of taking it up at this time. 

Mr. Jones. And taking the general bill up later on. 

Mr. Dempsey. Yes. 

Mr. Kworr. Yes. 

Mr. PrtcHer. Why would a few little innocent farmers have to 
suffer? It may take 3 to 5 years to get a bill through. These small 
farmers cooperated with the Government. The fellows who hired 
a lawyer got what they wanted. These little fellows had their lands 
taken in. The Government cannot use them. The Army says that 
they do not need it and wants to sell it back to them. These little 
fellows are going to pay for the survey even. Is that not right? 

Mr. Knorr. Yes. 

I think this might be said in behalf of Mr. Pilcher’s argument: 
Those projects that we have looked into as the land area affected, there 
is a substantial amount here, whereas in some of them it is a negligible 
amount. I think that our figures indicate there may be as much as 
8,400 acres to be reconveyed here. 

Mr. Pitcuer. I just knew the ones that came to me. Some may nut 
want it. You have about 8,500 acres down there that you do not 
need ¢ 

Mr. Knorr. That will be subject to a revestment of all or a part of 
the interest. 

Mr. Dempsey. | suggest that a comprehensive bill be passed, but 
that we should handle this local bill separately. 

Mr. Davis. I think the point is well taken. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Mack. I completely agree with the Governor in his statement 
about the need for passing the bill. I just want to ask you this: 
Am I correct in understanding that the main purpose of this bill 
is to permit you to sell this land back to the farmers who originally 
owned it at not less than what the Government paid for it, whereas 
if you sold it under the normal procedure of existing law you would 
have to ask the fair market value? 

Mr. Knorr. The fair market value. There is a schedule in the bill, 
and I think to answer your point it should be read: 

It should be for an amount determined by the Secretary to be equal to the price 
for which the land was acquired by the United States, adjusted to reflect (a) 
any increase in the value thereof resulting from improvements to the land made 
by the United States but not due to the enhancement of the property, or (b) 
any decrease in the value thereof resulting from reservations or anything that 
may have been done to the property adversely by the United States. 
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Mr. Mack. Does this bill specify the land must be sold back to the 
original owner? 

Mr. Knorr. He must make application and notice must be given to 
him that he may apply, and he has to apply within 3 years. 

Mr. Mack. If he does not apply, then the Army engineers could 
proceed to sell that particular parcel of land at the fair market price? 

Mr. Knorr. They would report it as excess property to be disposed 
of as other excess property. 

Mr. Mack. I am in full accord to dispose of as much of this land 
as possible. If we do not need it, get it back on the tax rolls. Look 
at the Falcon Dam built by the Reclamation Service. They took land 
back a mile and a half from the highest watermark. I have talked 
to a great number of people in the area and nobody there wanted the 
Federal Government to take over the land. The Congressmen from 
the district was very much opposed to it. 

Mr. Pivcuer. This last year, if you will remember, General Rob- 
ertson and I—when they were taking so much of the land—flew down 
to look it over. I said, “I cannot read a blueprint, but I can show 
you the stakes where the water is coming to, and I can go a mile up 
here and show you a peanut field.” 

Representatives of the Corps of Engineers went down there with me. 
We settled seventy-some-odd claims in one afternoon down there 
because they realized they did not need all that land. That was before 
it had been turned over. These farmers did not say a word. Now 
they want to pay the Government back for the part of the land that 
the Army engineers say that they do not need. 

Mr. Kworr. Mr. Pilcher realizes, because we have discussed this 
with him, that in many instances in this area we are talking about 
the fact that we will have to have flowage easements and rights of 
access through other lands. 

Mr. Prccner. Sure. 

Mr. Smiru. I want to ask a question about the rights of the heirs. 
How are they protected ¢ 

Mr. Knorr. There is a section in this bill that defines former own- 
ers. The term “former owners” means the person from whom any 
land, or interest therein, was acquired by the United States, or if 
such person is deceased, his spouse, or if such spouse is deceased, his 
children. 

Mr. Smirn. Suppose he had minor children and there is this 3-year 
limitation, do you suppose that you could work out something to 
protect them ? 

Mr. Knorr. I would think, without giving mature thought to it, 
that perhaps a guardian operating for the children could handle 
that as he could any other matter affecting their rights. There would 
be a time limit, of course. 

Mr. Davis. If there are no other questions, we will discuss this mat- 
ter further in executive session. 


H. R. 3235 


The committee will now take up H. R. 3235, introduced by Mr. 
Selden of Alabama. 
(The bill referred to is as follows :) 
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[H. R. 3235, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide for adjustments in the lands or interests therein acquired to the 
Demopolis Lock and Dam, Alabama, by the reconveyance of certain lands or interests 
therein to the former owners thereof 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) in order to provide for adjustments 
in the lands or interests in land heretofore acquired for the Demopolis Lock and 
Dam project to conform such acquisition to a lesser estate in lands now being 
acquired to complete the real estate requirement of the project, the Secretary 
of the Army is authorized to reconvey any such land or interests in land here- 
tofore acquired to the former owners of such land whenever (1) he shall de- 
termine that such land or interest is not required for public purposes, and (2 
he shall have received an application for reconveyance as hereinafter provided. 

(b) The Secretary shall give notice, in such manner (including publication) 
as he shall by regulation prescribe, to the former owner of such land or interest, 
and any such land or interest shall be made only after the Secretary has received 
an application for the reconveyance of such land or interest from such former 
owner, in such form as he shall by regulation prescribe. Such application shall 
be made within a period of ninety days following the date of issuance of such 
notice, but on good cause the Secretary may waive this requirement. 

(c) Any reconveyance of land or interest therein made under this Act shall 
be subject to such exceptions, restrictions, and reservations (including a reserva- 
tion to the United States of flowage rights) as the Secretary may determine are 
in the public interest. 

(d) Any land or interest therein reconveyed under this Act shall be sold for 
an amount determined by the Secretary to be equal to the price for which the 
land was acquired by the United States, adjusted to reflect (1) any increase in 
the value thereof resulting from improvements made thereon by the United 
States (the Government shall receive no payment as a result of any enhance- 
ment of values resulting from the construction of the Demopolis Lock and Dam 
project), or (2) any decrease in the value thereof resulting from (A) any 
res°rvation, exception, restriction, and condition to which the reconveyance is 
made subject, and (B) any damage to the land or interest therein caused by 
the United States. In addition, the cost of any surveys as an incident of such 
reconveyance shall be borne by the grantee. 

(e) The requirements of this section shall not be applicable with respect to 
the disposition of any land, or interest therein, described in subsection (a) if 
the Secretary shall certify that notice has been given to the former owner of 
such land or interest as provided in subsection (b) and that no qualified appli- 
cant has made timely application for the reconveyance of such land or interest. 

(f) As used in this section, the term “former owner” means the person from 
whom any land, or interest therein, was acquired by the United States, or if 
such person is deceased, his spouse, or if such spouse is deceased, his children. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Army may delegate any authority conferred upon 
him by this Act to any officer or employee of the Department of the Army. Any 
such officer or employee shall exercise the authority so delegated under rules and 
regulations approved by the Secretary. 

Sec. 3. Any proceeds from reconveyances made under this Act shall be avail- 
able for use in administering the provisions of this Act and any surplus shall be 
covered into the Treasury of the United States as miscellaneous receipts. 

Sec. 4. This Act shall terminate three years after the date of its enactment. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ARMISTEAD I. SELDEN, JR., A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ALABAMA 





Mr. Sevpen. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this bill 
provides for adjustments in the lands acquired for the construction 
of the Demopolis lock and dam in Alabama by the reconveyance of 
certain lands to the former owners. Passage of this measure will 
allow the Department of the Army to correct certain inequities that 
now exist in connection with lands acquired for the Demopolis lock 
and dam project. 

The Demopolis lock and dam, located on the Warrior-Tombigbee 
River system in the State of Alabama, has just been completed. "The 
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building of this important installation has necessarily caused the 
inundation of many acres of land. Most of this inundated land is 
located in the district I have the privilege to represent. 

On October 15, 1953, during the process of acquiring land for the 
Demopolis lock and dam project, the Department of the Army revised 
its land-acquisition policy, placing greater emphasis on the acquisi- 
tion of flowage easements rather than on fee title, whenever feasible. 

Before the policy change, and according to the Office of the United 
States Corps of Engineers, 129 tracts of land containing 18,895 acres 
were acquired in fee simple, while flowage easements were obtained 
on only 80 tracts containing 11,725 acres. 

After the policy change, only 2 tracts of land containing 202 acres 
were acquired in fee simple, while flowage easements were obtained 
on a total of 255 tracts of land containing 47,230 acres. As you can 
see, a great deal more land was obtained in fee simple before the policy 
change than afterward. 

Mr. Mack. What is a flowage easement ? 

Mr. Sevtpen. When the Government obtains a flowage easement on 
property, it then has the right to use this property for the purposes 
of overflowing or flooding. This is usually in connection with the 
operation of a flood-control project, such as the Demopolis lock and 
dam. In such cases the rights of the owner of the land to the full 
and unrestricted use of his property are subordinated to the rights of 
the Government to accomplish flooding without being liable for dam- 
ages to the property. 

Colonel Ragianp. And there are other restrictions. They cannot 
put dwelling houses on the land. They can continue to use it for 
agricultural purposes, for the purposes for which it was originally 
used. 

Mr. Sexpen. As a result of this change in policy, there are cases 
where one landowner has given a flowage easement to the Federal 
Government while an adjoining landowner’s property has been ac- 
quired by the Federal Government in fee simple. The first landowner 
has access to his property to the water’s edge, while the adjoining land- 
owner has a strip of Government-owned property between his prop- 
erty and the water’s edge. You can well imagine the dissatisfaction 
such a situation has caused and will continue to cause until it is 
corrected. 

All of the landowners affected in my district preferred selling 
flowage easements on their property rather than selling their land in 
fee simple. However, all were told at the beginning that this could 
not be done, that it was not the policy of the United States Corps of 
Engineers. Therefore, those who went ahead in good faith and in an 
effort to cooperate and sold their land in fee simple are in a much worse 
position than those who refused to do anything until after the October 
1953 policy change. 

At present, there are still many thousands of acres of land under 
condemnation proceedings. Action has already been taken in appro- 
priate cases to amend pending condemnation proceedings as authorized 
by an act of Congress approved October 21, 1952 (56 Stat. 797), to 
provide for the taking of such lesser estate as will conform to the 
revised policy and will be compatible with project requirements. The 
Secretary of the Army does not, however, have authority to adjust in a 
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similar manner the acreage or title interest in lands acquired through 
purchase transaction. 

The enactment of H. R. 3235 will provide the Secretary of the Army 
with the authority to make adjustments, through reconveyance to 
former owners of lands or interests therein, which the current develop- 
ment status of the project indicates will be feasible. 

I would like to emphasize at this point that this bill is not mandatory. 

Under the provisions of the bill, the reconveying authority will be 
vested in and subject to the discretion of the Secretary of the Army. 
Before reconveying, the Secretary first must determine that such land 
is not required for public purposes; and second, must receive an 
application for reconveyance. Also, this act will terminate 3 years 
after the date of its enactment. 

The bill provides that the amount the landowner is to pay for re- 
conveyance, which is to be determined by the Secretary of the Army, 
shall be equal to the price for which the land was acquired by the 
United States, but adjusted to reflect any increase or decrease in value 
and any damage to the land. Also, the cost of any surveys necessary 
as an incident to such reconveyance shall be borne by the grantee. 

It is provided in H. R. 3235 that the land in question can be re- 
conveyed to the former owners of such land. ‘Former owner” is de- 
fined in section 1 (f) of the bill as the person from whom any land or 
interest therein was acquired by the United States, or if such person 
is deceased, his spouse, or if such spouse is deceased, his children. 

The Department of the Army has indicated in its report that it is not 
opposed to H. R. 3235, and it is my understanding that the Bureau of 
the Budget has no objection to the Army’s report on the measure. 
However, the Bureau of the Budget does recommend that section 3 of 
the bill be revised to read as follows: 

Sec. 3. Any proceeds from sales made under this Act shall be covered into the 
Treasury of the United States as miscellaneous receipts. 

I have no objection to this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, H. R. 3235 was introduced by me for the purpose of 
correcting an unusual and, I believe, an unfair situation. In the ac- 
quisition of land for the same project, two entirely different policies 
were followed by the Government. These inequities, caused by a 
change in policy, can be corrected if this legislation is enacted into 
law. I respectfully urge this committee’s favorable and, I trust, 
arly consideration of H. R. 3235. 

Mr. Davis. You have made a fine statement. Any questions? 

Mr. Mack. How much land is involved? 

Mr. Knorr. The preliminary estimates indicate in this project it 
may run to around 6,000 acres with flowage easements reserved. 

Mr. Rogers. I just want to say I think the gentleman has made a 
clear and concise statement and I think his bill is just. 

Mr. Sevpen. Thank you, 

Mr. Davis. The other day we ran out of time and could not hear Mr. 
Selden, and he had postponed a trip to Alabama in order to appear be- 
fore the committee. We let the record show it was the fault of the 
committee you were not heard. I hope we did not damage you at 
home by the delay. 
Mr. Sevpen. I appreciate the Chairman’s consideration. 
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H. R. 6066 


Mr. Davis. The committee will now consider H. R. 6066, introduced 
by Mr. Sisk. 
(The bill referred to is as follows:) 


[H. R. 6066, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL Authorizing modification of the project for flood protection on the San Joaquin 
River and tributaries, California 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the project for construction of channel 
improvement works and levee construction and reconstruction on the San Joaquin 
River and tributary channels, authorized by the Flood Control Act approved 
December 22, 1944, is hereby modified to provide that in lieu of furnishing flow- 
age easements along the San Joaquin River upstream of the mouth of the Merced 
River as set forth in the report of the Chief of Engineers, published as Flood 
Control Committee Document Numbered 2, Seventy-eighth Congress, responsible 
local interests may construct levees and channel improvements, as required, to 
protect such lands against floods, subject to approval by the Chief of Engineers, 
United States Army: Provided, That the flood hazard to downstream areas is 
not materially increased thereby, and that due consideration be given to the 
timing and sequence of construction of the parts of the project to be accomplished 
by local interests in proper relation to the development of flood control storage 
on the tributaries of the San Joaquin River: And provided further, That con- 
struction of such levees and channel improvements be undertaken at no cost to 
the United States. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Sisk, the committee will be pleased to hear you at 
this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. B. F. SISK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA—Resumed 


Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, it is my understanding that you have under 
consideration today H. R. 6066, and it was for that purpose that I came 
in. Ionly need 2 or 3 minutes on this particular bill. 

Mr. Davis. It provides for a modification of the San Joaquin flood- 
control project. All right, Mr. Sisk, you may proceed. 

Mr. Sisk. I might say in the beginning this bill calls for no money, 
at least no Federal money. You will notice this proviso in the bill: 

And provided further, That construction of such levees and channel improve- 
ments be undertaken at no cost to the United States. 

Actually, it was generally felt that this legislation would not be 
needed, but after the bill went through the legislature of the State of 
California it was felt that possibly it might be better to have authori- 
zation through Federal legislation for the protection of all parties 
concerned, so actually all this bill does is simply authorize the modifi- 
cation of an original plan for flood control on the San Joaquin River 
and, as I understand it, it has the complete approval of the Corps of 
Engineers of the Army and all others concerned. 

Mr. Davis. Colonel Starbird, do you care to make a statement ? 

Colonel Srarstrp. It has been quite well explained. I might say a 
word or two about the geography. The original authorized plan of 
the Federal Government was one approved in 1944 and covers the San 
Joaquin below a certain level. Above that level the work concerned 
was to consist of securing flowage easements, which were to be secured 
by State and other local bodies. This bill would change that to the 
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extent of permitting the placing of levees upstream instead of flowage 
easements alone. 
ed Mr. Sisk. As I understand, under the original plan I think it might 
have called for some Federal expenditure, but this bill does not. It is 
simply an authorization for the State to proceed and build the levees 
as they see fit. 


uin Colonel Starsirp. There was a sizable Federal expenditure for the 
San Joaquin projects but not in this specific area. 

tes Mr. Sisk. This bill calls for no money but merely an authorization, 
im 1 Mr. Davis. Any questions 
nat ; Mr. Mack. This bill does not obligate the Government now or in the 
ow- future for any money ? 
ced Colonel Starsirp. It does not and before we consulted with the local 
= people we had analyzed the works of the local people and had found 
“to their construction work would make no major change in the federally 
ers, constructed works downstream provided there was proper phasing of 
3 is the work, and the bill provides for the work to be undertaken with 
me the Corps of Engineers. 
age | Mr. Davis. There being no further questions, the committee is now 
on- : prepared to go into executive session. 
t to Mr. St1sx. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

| Mr. Davis. Thank you, Mr. Sisk. 
at Mr. Mack. Colonel Starbird, is there any objection to the bills of 


Mr. George, Mr. Sisk, Mr. Selden, and Mr. Pilcher? 
Colonel Srarsirp. To Mr. George’s bill there is no objection. 
eSS Mr Sisk’s bill has not been referred to us. However, the corps will 
have no objection. 
Mr. Selden’s bill, no objection. 
der And Mr. Pilcher’s bill, no objection. 
me Mr. Macxk. Thank you. 
(Thereupon, at 3:20 p. m., the committee went into executive 
od- session. ) 




































FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 
MISCELLANEOUS PROJECTS 


MONDAY, JUNE 6, 1955 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON RIveRS AND HARBORS OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., Hon. John A. Blatnik, subcommittee 
chairman presiding. 

Mr. Bua rnrz. The Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors will come 
to order. 

The first bil] for consideration this morning is H. R. 6417, by Mr. 
Smith of Mississippi. 

(The bill referred to is as follows:) 


[H. R. 6417, 84th Cong., Ist sess. ] 


A BILL To revive and reenact the Act “Authorizing the Arkansas-Mississippi Bridge Com- 
mission, its public successors or public assigns, to construct, maintain, and operate a 
bridge across the Mississippi River at or near Friar Point, Mississippi, and Helena, 
Arkansas,” approved May 17, 1939 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Act approved May 17, 1939, au- 
thorizing the Arkansas-Mississippi Bridge Commission, its public successors or 
public assigns, to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the Mississippi 
River at or near Friar Point, Mississippi, and Helena, Arkansas, as amended, 
be and is hereby revived and reenacted: Provided, That this Act shall be null 
and void unless the actual construction of the bridge herein referred to be com- 
menced within two years and completed within four years from the date of ap- 
proval hereof. 

Sec. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this Act is hereby expressly re- 
served. 

Mr. Buatrnik. This bill is to revise and reenact the act entitled “An 
act authorizing the Arkansas-Mississippi Bridge Commission, its 
public successors or public assigns, to construct, maintain. and operate 
a bridge across the Mississippi River at or near Friar Point, Miss., 
and Helena, Ark.” 

This was approved March 17, 1939. The bill incorporates amend- 
ments suggested by the Army. 

Now, Colonel Allen, will you give the committee a brief summary 
of the purposes of this bill, and then we will hear from Mr. Smith 
of Mississippi. 


STATEMENT OF COL. J. U. ALLEN, ASSISTANT CHIEF, CIVIL WORKS, 
RIVERS AND HARBORS, UNITED STATES ARMY 


Colonel Auten. ‘The ae of the bill would be to extend the time 
for commencing and completing the construction of a bridge across 
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the Mississippi River between Mississippi and Arkansas, which was 
authorized in a previous act of Congress in 1939. This bill would 
inerely extend the provisions of that act and extend the time for the 
construc tion, initiation and construction, and completion of the bridge. 

The Department of the Army has no objection to the bill as present- 
ly written. 

Mr. Biatnix. We will now hear from Mr. Smith, the gentleman 
from Mississippi. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK E. SMITH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MISSISSIPPI 


Mr. Smrru. That is all the bill does. The draft that you have be- 
fore you of H. R. 6417 is the suggested draft of the Department of 
the Army. It merely enables this bridge, which was first planned 
back in 1939, to be constructed and completed in the next 4 years. 
In fact, the two States are making arrangements for the construction 
of the bridge and are well along in the planning. It was discovered 
that the law authorizing the joint construction of the bridge by the 
two States had expired, or the time in the law had expired. As you 
know, it would not be necessary to even extend the law if this had not 
been first authorized and a commission set up prior to the passage of 
the present bridge act, which came subsequent to that. 

In view of the favorable recommendation, and the fact that this 
legislation is needed before the bridge can actually be constructed, I 
hope that the subcommittee will see fit to report it out as soon as 
possible. 

Mr. Aucurincioss. How high is the bridge? Do you have any 
idea ¢ 

Mr. Sorru. No. 

Mr. Aucuincwoss. Is it a fixed bridge? 

Mr. Smrru. It would be a fixed bridge. It would be high enough so 
that normal navigation on the Mississippi could go underneath it. 

Mr. Mack. Will it be a toll bridge, or a free bridge ? 

Mr. Smrru. It would be a toll bridge? 

Mr. Biarnik. If there are no further questions, the committee will 
consider the bill in executive session. 

Mr. Smiru. Thank you, Mr. Blatnik. 

Mr. Biatnix. We will now take up H. R. 3675 

(The bill referred to is as follows :) 


[H. R. 3675, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the conveyance by quitclaim deed of certain land to the Brownsville 
Navigation District of Cameron County, Texas 





Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Army is hereby 
authorized and directed to reconvey by quitciaim deed, to the Brownsville Navi- 
gation District of Cameron County, Texas, for a monetary consideration equal 
to that paid by the United States to such district therefor, all right, title, and 
interest of the United States in and to those lands located on Brazos and Padre 
Island, Cameron County, Texas, including accretions thereto, which were con- 
veyed to the United States by the Brownsville Navigation District by two deeds, 
both dated October 25, 1932, and recorded in volume 243, pages 260-262, and 
volume 244, pages 101-103, of the deed records of Cameron County, Texas, 
except for such portions of the lands or interest therein as the Secretary 
of the Army may determine are needed in connection with river and harbor 
improvement works at the location. 
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Sec. 2. The conveyance authorized by this Act shall contain such terms and 
conditions as the Secretary of the Army, with the concurrence of the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury, determines advisable to assure that the use of the land 
by the Brownsville Navigation District or its transferees will be compatible with 
the operations of the United States Coast Guard. Such conveyance shall also 
contain such terms and conditions as the Secretary of the Army determines 
advisable in the public interest, and particularly such terms and conditions as 
he determines advisable— 

(a) to assure that the use of the land by the Brownsville Navigation 
District or its transferees will be compatible with the construction, 
maintenance, and operation of the river and harbor project at the location; 
and 

(b) to assure that the United States, and its employees, agents, and con- 
tractors, shall have the right to utilize the existing causeway, constructed 
by Cameron County, Texas, for access to Padre Island, Texas, in connection 
with governmental activities, without charge. 

Sec 3. The conveyance authorized by this Act shall reserve to the United 
States all right, title, and interest in source material (as defined in the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954) in the lands conveyed. 

Mr. Buarnik. H. R. 3675 is a bill by Mr. Kilgore, conveyance by 
quite ‘laim deed of certain lands to the Brownsville Navigation District 
of Cameron County, Tex. 

The Army suggests amendments. 

A companion bill, S. 1340, passed the Senate May 31, 1955, with no 
amendments. 

Colonel ALLEN. Mr. Pear] will present this bill. 


STATEMENT OF MILTON PEARL, REAL ESTATE DIVISION, OFFICE 
OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES ARMY 


Mr. Peary. The purpose of this bill, Mr. Chairman, is to authorize 
and direct the Secretary of the Army to reconvey to the Brownsville 
Navigation District of ‘Cameron County, Tex., certain lands donated 
by that body in 1932 to the Federal Government on Brazos and Padre 
Islands, Tex., in connection with a channel-improvement project. 

The Brownsville Ship Channel leading from Brownsville, Tex., 
to the Gulf of Mexico passes between Brazos and Padre Islands, and 
an improvement in this channel was authorized by the act of Congress 
of July 3, 1930, and provided that local interests would furnish re- 
quired land. 

The specific project for which this land was acquired was for the 
construction cf jetties and the erection of survey markers. 

As its contribution to the local cooperative React, designed to 
benefit navigation in this area, the Brownsville Navigation District 
donated the land nee essary for the construction of the » jetties and for 
the establishment of dredging ranges and survey markers, after ac- 
quiring the land from private owners. 

The deeds of conveyance were dated October 25, 1932, and covered 
an area of approximately 213 acres on Brazos Island and approxi- 
mately 149 acres on Padre Island. The lands that would be recon- 
veyed to the Government’s grantor are substantially the same as 
that acquired in 1932, less approximately 21 acres on Brazos !sland 
and 7 acres on Padre Island to be retained for the Governmeni of the 
United States in future maintenance of jetties, plus a correction be- 
yond the original boundaries. 

Following comple tion of the basic project, under the general leasing 
authority of the Secretary of the Army, the lands involved were leased 
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to the county of Cameron, Tex., in August 1949, for a 5-year period 
for the term August 1, 1945 to 1954, for park and recreational pur- 
O5eS. 

Currently the county is leasing only the lands on Padre Island for 
term ending July 31, 1959. During the term of its tenanc y, Cameron 
County has constructed various parks and recreation facilities on 
Padre Island. 

If this bill is enacted, the lands will be reconveyed to the Browns- 
ville Navigation District, which would then transfer title to the 
Padre Island property to Cameron County for park purposes. 

It is understood that the district would retain title to the land on 
Brazos Island for harbor activities. 

There is also on Padre Island the United States Coast Guard sta- 
tion, the boundaries of which are not included in the area to be trans- 
ferred. However, to assure proper functioning of that station, the 
bill provides for the conveyance to contain terms and conditions as 
necessary and satisfactory to the Secretary of the Treasury for that 
pur ee 

Provision is also made for the imposition of an additional condition 
in the public interest for protection of future work by the United 
States on river and harbor projects, and also to permit those engaged 
in such work on behalf of the United States to use a toll causeway to 
the island without payment of a toll. 

Since the bill provides for such use as the United States needs of 
continuing area on Padre Island, and since the land otherwise in not 
required for the purpose for which it was originally acquired, the 
Department of the Army interposes no objection to th passage of this 
bill. 

Mr. Biarnrk. And provision is made that all rights for the United 
States Government, or any agency or agents ther eof shall be 1 espected. 
You have referred to the United States C oast Guard. Assurance is 
given in the bill before us of all full rights necessary for any use of 
the navigation channel, causeway, and all other facilities nearby ? 

Mr. Praru. Yes. 

Mr. Biarnix. Mr. Kilgore of Texas, do you have a statement ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOE M. KILGORE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Kiicorr. I have nothing further to add to the report of the 
Army other than to say that the Senate bill, in identical language 
as the House bill, has passed the Senate unanimously, and if the 
committee would see fit to act I nad like for the committee to 
report the Senate bill inasmuch as it would be helpful by way of 
procedure, 

Mr. Buarnix. Your bill, H. R. 3675, is identical to the companion 
bill in the Senate, and you are asking this committee to substitute 
the Senate bill for your House bill ? 

Mr. Kireore. That is correct. 

Mr. Biarnix. The two bills are identical ? 

Mr. Kireore. I have proofed them in my office and found them to be. 

Mr. Praru. They are. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. The Army suggests amendments. Is that taken 
‘sare of in the Senate bill ? 
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Mr. Biatnix. Will you have that explained, ¢ nlopalt 

Mr. Peary. We suggested an amendment, sir, but the Department 
has submitted to this committee a supplemental report in which it 
indicates it has no objection to the bill as passed by the Senate. 

Mr. Buarnix. The suggested amendment, Mr. Nicholson, by the 
Secretary of the Army and the Bureau of the Budget was as follows: 

They suggested that the bill be amended to provide that this land 
be reconveyed to be used for public parks and recreational purposes 
only. 

Mr. Avcutncioss. May I raise a point of order? Are we consider- 
ing now the House bill or the Senate bill as a substitute / 

Mr. Buatxix. The presentation was on behalf of the House bill, 
and the author submitted a request to the committee that the Senate 
bill, which is identical to his House bill, having already passed the 
other body, be substituted and considered by this committee. Both 
bills are identical. 

Mr. Avcutncioss. Mr. Chairman, I have no objection to that gen- 
eral idea, but I thought it was genet ral procedure that such a substitu- 
tion be made in the House. We report out the House bill and then 
we ask for the substitution and passage by the House. 

Mr. Buarnrk. The request is usually made on the floor, you are 
correct. 

Mr. Tierney. I would advise that your suggestion be adopted, Mr. 
Auchincloss, that if the committee sees fit to pass the bill they 
pass the House bill and then immediately thereafter, if the House 
agrees, that they ask that the Senate bill be substituted for the House 
bill on the floor of the House. 

Mr. Wricur. It is possible that I may shed a little light on the 
question raised a moment ago about the Senate’s reasoning in not 
adopting the amendment which was suggested by the Army. Under 
Texas law such a revestment feature would make it impossible for 
them to raise revenue bonds for the purpose of constructing these 
things, and the Senate took that into account. 

Mr, Buarnik. Are there any further questions? If not, we will 
consider the final vote on the bill in the committee in executive session. 

We thank you very much. 

We will now take up H. R. 4552. 

(‘The bill referred to is as follows :) 


[H. R. 4552, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the construction of a highway crossing over Lake Texoma, Red River, 
Texas and Oklahoma 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the project for construction of a fiixed 
highway bridge across Lake Texoma at or near the Willis site, Denison Reser- 
voir, Red River Basin, Texas and Oklahoma, is hereby authorized: Provided, 
That the States of Texas and Oklahoma shall each contribute the sum of $606,000 
toward the cost of the work contemplated under this Act. 

Sec, 2. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may 
be needed to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


Mr. Biarnik. H. R. 4552 is a bill introduced by Mr. Albert of Ok- 
lahoma to authorize construction of a highway crossing over Lake 
‘Texoma, Red River, Tex., and Okla. Army report unfavorable but 
notes that in House Document 496, 83d Congress, the Chief of Engi- 
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neers recommended payments to Texas and Oklahoma be increased 
toward defraying the increased cost of constructing this bridge. 
Bureau of the Budget took the position that no additional payments 
should be made and after further consideration Chief of Engineers 
and Secretary of the Army concurred. 

A companion bill, S. 1318, passed the Senate May 31, 1955, with an 
amendment. 

Colonel Atten. Mr. Brennan will testify to this. 


STATEMENT OF J. R. BRENNAN, REAL ESTATE DIVISION, OFFICE 
OF CHIEF OF ENGINEERS—Resumed 


Mr. Brennan. Mr. Chairman, this bill would provide for construc- 
tion by the United States of a fixed high level bridge at a site called 
Willis Crossing over Lake Texoma between Texas and Oklahoma. 

The background of this case is somewhat involved. The project for 
Lake Texoma is a Federal multipurpose project for flood control, 
hydroelectric power development, navigation and river regulation. 

The project was started by the Flood Control Act of June 28, 1939. 
The construction extended over a period from August 1939 to Sep- 
tember 1949. The dam and the spillway and the outlet works were 
constructed in a 5-year period from August 1939 to February 1944. 
The embankment was closed in the period from July 1942 to October 
1943. Impoundment of the hydro pool took place over the period 
from January 1944 to March 1945. The project is now 91 percent 
complete, and is in operation. 

The drainage area above Lake Texoma is about 39,000 square 
miles. The storage behind the dam consists of 3,006,000 acre-feet for 
power storage and 2,713,000 acre-feet for flood control. There is a 
total area in the power pool of 93,080 acres, and to the top of the 
flood-control pool, 142,700 acres. 

The ultimate power installation will be 5 units with a total of 
175,000 kilowatts. At present there are 2 units in operation totaling 
70,000 kilowatts. 

The dam is approximately 140 feet high. It has a total length for 
the main section of about 9,000 feet. It is a rolled-earth filled struc- 
ture. 

At the beginning of construction the usual highway and utility 
relocations posed the problems they usually do in all these structures. 

The particular highway which is the subject of this bill is Okla- 
homa State Highway No. 99 and Texas State Highway No. 91. It 
crossed at that time a short distance above the dam. It was necessary 
to abandon that crossing and to seek a substitute crossing in connec- 
tion with the relocations which were required because of the project. 

The construction of an alternative crossing was not undertaken by 
the Government in the same way that it was with other highways in 
ne area, and other utilities, because the State was not certain as to 

xactly where the crossing should go, or for that matter, whether it 
aid finally decide to go ahead on the basis of a substitute crossing.. 

So, therefore, an agreement was entered into between the States of 
Texas and Oklahoma and the United States for a payment to be made 
for flowage rights, or for the abandonment of the original crossing. 
The payment to be made was based upon the cost of constructing au 
new highway bridge that I referred to as the Willis site. It was not 
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covered or not intended by the contract, either that the United States 
build a new crossing, or the States build a crossing. The payment 
of a certain sum of money by the Government. to the States can be 
used by them either to build the new bridge, or as an out-and-out pay- 
ment for damage. 

After the agreement was entered into, with Texas on the 25th of 
November 1941 and with Oklahoma on the 6th of December 1941— 
which was 1 day before Pearl Harbor—the money was actually paid 
in the summer of the following year. 

The total amount of the contract was $1,212,000 divided equally 
between the States and that amounted to $606,000 for each State. 

The War Production Board, which was established shortly after 
the outbreak of the war, had control, as you know, over critical mate- 
rials, and by the time the States had received the money and were 
proceeding or intended to proceed with the construction of the bridge, 
they found that they were unable to get priorities for critical materials 
required—principally steel. 

So the States were, therefore, prevented from constructing the bridge 
because of the war conditions and the critical materials shortage. In 
the meantime, the dam was closed and the site was flooded, so that 
the cost of building the bridge was increased by the fact that it would 
have to be constructed under wet conditions. 

In 1946 the bridge then could have been constructed because the 
War Production Board had been abolished. However, not only was 
there an increase in the cost because of the flooding of the site, but 
there was an increase because of the general rise in price levels. 

So local interests sought relief by securing resolutions from both 
the House and the Senate calling for a pr eliminary examination and 
survey report. That report was made and presented to the Board of 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors and the Chief of Engineers in the 
usual manner. 

The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors held a hearing in 
September and October of 1952, as the result of which they prepared 
a report of their own which took the place of the district and division 
report. 

In that report the board recognized the equity of an additional 
payment to the States because of the flooding of the site and because 
of the increase in the price levels. This additional payment was based 
upon the following computation : 

The original cost of the original payment was, as I mentioned, 
$1,212,000. 

Mr. BuiatTnix. In the year 1941? 

Mr. Brennan. In the year 1941, Mr. Chairman. 

The additional cost, based on 1941 prices of building the bridge in 

1946, because of the foundation and the necessity of constructing it 
with a full pool, was $700,000, so that adjusting the $1,212,000 merely 
for the increase in the cost because of flooding would make a total 
of $1,912,000. 

Now, that $1,912,000 should be escalated beyond 1941 because of 
the inability of the States to secure priorities for steel, which was 
considered not to be the fault of the States. 

However, the escalation of that price was considered by the Rivers 
and Harbors Board to be advisable only to the year 1946. The rea- 
soning was that the States could have proceeded in 1946. The esca- 
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lation of the $1,912,000 from 1941 to 1946 would result in a total cost 
of $2,619,000. That would be the total cost to be paid to the States, 
taking into account, of course, the original payment of $1,212,000, and 
with one more adjustment, and that “adjustment was to subtract the 
interest which had acerued to the original payment of $1,212,000 for 
the period of time which the States had the money, that is, from 1942 
to 1952. 

The total sum, with interest, on $1,212,000, between 1942 and 1952, 
on the basis of 3 percent, is $1,629,000. Therefore, the additional pay- 
ment to be made to the States, based upon the reasoning of the Rivers 
and Harbors Board, was that $2,619,000, minus the $1,629,000, or a 
total additional sum of $990,000, which divided between the two, gives 
$495,000 additional for each State. 

The Rivers and Harbors Board recommendation, therefore, was an 
additional payment of $495,000 be made to each State. That report 
went on to the Chief of Engineers and was approved by him and then 
went to the Bureau of the Budget. The Bureau of the Budget in 
commenting upon the report made the following statement, and this is 
particularly important, I think, Mr. Chairman, to be quoted exactly, 
and I am reading from a letter of April 30, 1954, to the Secretary of 
the Army from the Bureau of the Budget. 

This Bureau knows of no legal justification for additional payments by the 
United States to the States of Texas and Oklahoma. Payments totaling $1,212,- 
000 were made by the United States to the States of Oklahoma and Texas ful- 
filling the contractual obligations arising from the granting of perpetual flowage 
easements over highways in the reservoir area by the States. The States’ claim 
that construction of the bridge as originally contemplated was delayed because 
of the priority system of the War Production Board does not, in our opinion, 
establish further liability on the part of the United States. It is stated in the 
report that construction of the bridge was not a condition of the contract in 
which the States granted flowage easements to the United States. Furthermore, 
additicnal payments by the United States in this instance might be construed 
as admitting liability for damage caused by the materials priority system 
established during time of emergency, and could thus establish a precedent, the 
far-reaching effects of which cannot be evaluated at the time. 

The Chief of Engineers, after receiving this letter, gave it very 
carefrl consideration and took the position that in view of the re- 
sponsibility of the Bureau of the Budget for national policies of this 
kind, it would be appropriate for him to withdraw his original recom- 
mendat ion. He did so, and a letter was directed to the Speaker of the 
Hous from the Secretary of the Army in which he makes this 
comment: 

I have asked the Chief of Engineers to give further consideration to this 
matter in the light of comments by the Bureau of the Budget. He advised me 
that in view of the responsibility of the Bureau of the Budget in formulating 
the po’ cies of the executive branch of the Government concerning relief legis- 
lation. he accedes to the position he takes. Accordingly, he withdraws his 
recommendation of January 23, 1953, and recommends that no additional pay- 
ments *’ made by the United States to the States of Texas and Oklahoma in 
con ¢ ~*h the construction of a highway crossing over the Denison Reser- 
voir at the Willis site. 

us in this recommendation. 
That was signed: 


Sincerely yours, 
Rosert T. STEVENS, 
Secretary of the Army. 
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With respect, Mr. Chairman, to the bill before the committee, H. R. 
4552, comments were made by the Secretary of the Army to the chair- 
man of the committee. Substantialiy, the comments recited the his- 
tory of the case and pointed out the action of the Bureau of the Budget 
and the final action of the Secretary of the Army and states: 


In view of those actions, the Department of the Army cannot recommend 
=o 


favorable action on H. R. 4552. 


That states, Mr. Chairman, briefly, the nucleus of the problem. 

I will be glad to answer any specific questions on further details. 

Mr. Buatnik. Will you clarify the reason why the Corps of Engi- 
neers and the Secretary of the Army reversed their original recom- 
mendations that additional payments be made to these two States? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes. The original recommendation of the Chief of 
Engineers was based upon an equitable payment being made to the 


States of Texas and Oklahoma because of two factors, the first being 


the flooding of the area, which it was held was not the fault of the 
States, and the second was the increase in the price levels during that 
time between 1941 and 1946, when the States could not construct the 
bridge. 

Mr. Biarnix. They could not construct the bridge by virtue of being 


denied access to critical materials by the War Production Board. 


That was the reason ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes; that was the reason. 

The Bureau of the Budget, in commenting on the report, felt that 

the payment by the United States to the States was not necessarily 
for the purpose of building the bridge. The cost of the new bridge 
was merely a device that was used to arrive at a figure which repre- 
sented an equitable payment. The Bureau of the Budget states that 
construction of the bridge was not a condition of the contract, and that, 
therefore, additional payment, which was necessitated because of the 
actions of the War Production Board, might possibly establish a 
yrecedent, and in other cases throughout the country where delays 
ecause of critical materials resulted in additional costs, the Govern- 
ment might be held responsible. Therefore, this might be taken to 
set a precedent. 

The Bureau of the Budget, therefore, recommended that no addi- 
tional payment be made. 

Now, the Chief of Engineers felt that the policy question of whether 
a payment should be made by the Federal Government because of a 
delay due to a war emergency was a matter beyond the civil-works 
program of the corps, was a matter which concerned the entire relation- 
ship of the Federal Government to the Nation as a whole, and therefore 
the Chief of Engineers felt that the Budget was the appropriate body 
to state such a position, and in view of the position it did state, the 
Chief felt he should withdraw his recommendation and accede to the 
views of the Bureau of the Budget. 

The Secretary of the Army merely concurred in that changed 
position. 

Mrs. Burren. Was the bridge ever started ? 

Mr. Brennan. The bridge was never started. 

Mrs. Buircn. Yet the need for the bridge was recognized by the 
Army and the Congress ? 

Mr. Brennan. The Army and the Corps of Engineers felt that the 
need for the bridge was a matter within the knowledge and jurisdiction 








80 FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 


of the two States. The br ridge which was destroyed was in use. If 
the States felt that the $1,212,000 which they received, or any further 
sum, could thus be utilized | in constructing a new bridge i in the place 
of the one destroyed, that was a matter left for their determination. 
If they, on the other hand, would feel it advisable to utilize that money 
for highway purposes in other areas where perhaps the need also had 
grown, it would be their privilege to do so. They were not obliged 
to construct a bridge. 

Mrs. Burren. It was the consensus of opinion, as far as the Bureau 
of the Budget was concerned, that actually the funds were not being 
used for the bridge, or they had no way of knowing the funds would 
be used for the bridge that were appropriated by the Congress ? 

Mr. Brennan. The Bureau of the Budget did not actually com- 
ment on the question of whether the States should or should not. build 
a bridge. The Bureau’s only point was that any additional cost to the 
States, if they elected to build a bridge, should not be a responsibility 
of the Federal Government. 

Mrs. Burren. Would that be a policy of the Bureau of the Budget 
on any structure of this kind—that is, once they started and we have 
inflation and something happens to cause the structure not to be 
started or completed, the Bureau of the Budget will put hands down 
on it? 

Mr. Brennan. I do not know what position the Bureau of the 
Budget would take with respect to the general question of all such 
delays. I think that I should be very careful in diagnosing. 

Mrs. Burrcw. You were so specific in what you had to say about the 
budget’s action. I just wondered if that was going to be the overall 
policy of the Budget Bureau. 

Mr. Brennan. The budget said, “The far-reaching effects of which 
cannot be evaluated at this time.” 

It does not say if they were evaluated what its position would be. 

Mrs. Burren. They say it cannot be evaluated. 

Mr. Brennan. They cannot be evaluated, which means if they were 
evaluated the budget presumably would take one position or the other. 
They disagreed with this particular case. 

Mrs. Burrcu. What do they mean, “it cannot be evaluated” ? 

Mr. Brennan. They mean there is no record, no information or 
data on all such similar cases, which might have occurred. 

Mrs. Buirrcw. Cannot. be evaluated because they do not have the 
information and so forth to evaluate it. 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. 

Mr. Gentry. And what is your name ? 

Mr. Brennan. Brennan. 

Mr. Gentry. Are you in the Corps of Engineers ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes. 

Mr. Genrry. A civilian? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes. 

Mr. Gentry. Mr. Brennan, how many miles up and down the river 
is there now with no bridge as the result of this bridge being taken 
out because of the flood ¢ 

Mr. Brennan. There is a bridge, at present, sir, at the upper end 
of Lake Texoma. There is a crossing on the dam itself. 

Mr. Gentry. How many miles apart are they ? 

Mr. Brennan. About 70 miles or 80 miles. 








If 
ther 
lace 
tion. 


oney 
had 
iged 


reau 
elng 


ould 


om- 
uild 
» the 
lity 
lget 
lave 
» be 


OWnh 


the 
such 


the 
rall 


uich 
be. 


vere 
her. 


the 


iver 


ken 


end 


FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 81 


Mr. Gentry. Now, there was a bridge at this crossing when you 
went down there and located the dam and flooded the area. There 
was a passageway. 

Mr. Brennan. Yes. 

Mr. Gentry. That bridge was put in there by Oklahoma and Texas 
because they needed a bridge there. 

Mr. Brannan. Yes. 

Mr. Gentry. That is natural. Now, the activity that you created 
by reason of this construction made a ’ bridge there much more im- 
portant that it was even before you built your structure, is not that 
correct ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes. 

Mr. Genury. Much more important, and much more needed. 

Now, I am a little nonplused about one thing. You made this rec- 
ommendation and I take it for granted it went - through the Secretary 
of the Army. 

Mr. Brennan. Yes. 

Mr. Gentry. And they signed it. 

Mr. Brennan. Yes. 

Mr. Gentry. It was a written statement ? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. 

Mr. Gentry. Now, why, when the Bureau of the Budget objected, 
was it rescinded by the Corps of Engineers and the Secretary of the 
Army? Was it because they decided that they were wrong, or be- 
cause the Bureau of the Budget asked them to do that ? 

Mr. Brennan. Sir, the Bureau of the Budget did not ask that the 
report be changed. 

Mr. Gentry. What did the Bureau of the Budget ask? I under- 
stood you to say that they requested that you withdraw it. Just what 
did you say ? 

Mr. Brennan. I do not believe that I said that. This is the final 
paragraph in their letter which I did not read: 

Therefore, you are advised that while there would be no objection to the sub- 
mission of a report to Congress for the reasons set forth above, authorization 
of proposed payments would not be in accord with the program of the President. 

They said that you can send the report to Congress. 

Mr. Gentry. Yes. Then why did you withdraw what you thought 
was a matter of equity and justice? 

Mr. Brannan. In all these cases, sir, when the Bureau of the Budg- 
et comments on our reports and disagrees with some aspect of them 

Mr. Gentry. Do you always withdraw? 

Mr. Brennan. No. We give it careful consideration, and some- 
times we accede to their views and sometimes we feel we should sub- 
mit the report. 

Mr. Gentry. That brings up a question. Now, did you decide that 
you were wrong in this case and said what you did in that letter ? 

Mr. Brennan. We decided not that we were wrong, but that the 
policy that this whole thing hinged on was one more authoritativ ely 
stated by the Budget than the Corps of Engineers. We felt that the 
equity of the payment was a proclamation. 

Mr. Gentry. You think that it was more authoritatively stated in 
the budget ? i 
Mr. Brennan. Yes. 
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Mr. Gentry. The Bureau of the Budget probably has more au- 
thority than you, but does that make it more authoritative when 
they say it? 

Mr. Brennan. The Bureau of the Budget was speaking for all 
such cases and all agencies in the entire Federal structure. 

Mr. Gentry. Yes. All right, now, in this case they did figure out 
exactly what a new bridge would cost at the time, did they not ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes. 

Mr. Gentry. And they paid that exact amount? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes. 

Mr. Gentry. But you say that does not necessarily mean for the 
construction of a new bridge. 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Gentry. Well, since they had a bridge there and needed it, 
and since they had created an 80-mile strip where there would be no 
bridge at a time when they needed a bridge much more than they 
ever did before, you paid the exact amount to build a bridge, why 
do you not think it was not for the construction of the new bridge? 

Mr. Brennan. Well, sir, it could have been for the reconstruction. 

Mr. Gentry. What do you think it actually was for? 

Mr. Brennan. It was actually, as far as the contract reads, a pay- 
men for the abandonment of the old bridge. 

Mr. Gentry. The abandonment ? 

Mr. Brennan. The amount of the payment was based on the con- 
struction cost of the new bridge. My point is that neither the States 
nor the Government were required to build a new bridge there. 

Mr. Gentry. You did not have any injunction from a court en- 
joining them to do that, but in the circumstances the need for it in- 
creased then by leaps and bounds by reason of what you had done. 
They necessarily needed a bridge. 

Now, it is true that at the time that was the cost estimated to build 
a new bridge, but at that paricular time, or about that time, the Gov- 
ernment did something that would not permit the States to get the 
material necessary to build the bridge, and that condition continued 
for how long? 

Mr. Brennan. It continued for 5 years; from 1941 to 1946. 

Mr. Gentry. From 1941 to 1946? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes. 

Mr. Gentry. Of course, by that time prices had gone up greatly, 
and also by that time the order had come out, and that increased the 
price. Now, $1,212,000 is an infinitesimal amount compared with 
what they would have to pay to build a bridge now. 

Mr. Brennan. It is more, and now it would actually be more than 
$1,212,000. 

Mr. Genrry. Yes. 

Mrs. Burrcu. Would the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Gentry. Yes. 

Mrs. Burren. Are you aware of the report of the Senate committee 
on this bill, Mr. Brennan? 

Mr. Brennan. I just procured it this morning, just before the hear- 
ing. I just read it hastily. 

Mrs. Burren. I would like to read to you, if you do not mind, the 
action that the Senate committee took in regard to this recommenda- 
tion. They state: 
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In view of the report from the Bureau of the Budget, in which it was stated 
that—“such payment might be construed as admitting liability for damages 
caused by the materials priority system established during the time of emer- 
gency and could thus establish a precedent, the far-reaching effects of which 
could not be evaluated at this time—” 

Those are the words from the report of the Bureau of the Budget to 
the committee. Then the report goes on to say: 

the committee considered the matter and amended the bill whereby the act 
authorizing the construction of the Denison Reservoir was modified to include 
the completion of the highway relocation which the committee feels was in- 
tended and was the basis of the original settlement with the States of Texas 
and Oklahoma. The committee considers the construction of the bridge at 
the Willis site a part of the Denison Reservoir project which should be borne 
by the Federal Government as a part of the relocation of transportation facilities. 

That would clear up any question of the budget as to whether or 
not the funds would be used to build a bridge if such a report were 
adopted by this committee. 

Mr. Brennan. This would make it mandatory, as I interpret it, 
that the bridge be constructed. I do not believe that the budget was 
primarily concerned with the question of whether a bridge should or 
should not be constructed. 

Mrs. Buitcu. What the budget was concerned with was whether or 
not that would be setting a different policy, a policy that would come 
back to haunt them in the future. 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, that is my interpretation of it. 

Mrs. Birren. My interpretation of this Senate committee report is 
that the Senate committee realized that the Bureau of the Budget 
did have fears of that sort, fear of setting a precedent. 

Thank you, Mr. Gentry. 

Mr. Gentry. Mr. Brennan, do you have an estimate of what it would 
cost to build that bridge today ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir, we escalated that $2,619,000 figure to which 
I referred earlier in my testimony. 

Mr. Gentry. That would actually build it today ? 

Mr. Brennan. No, it would not. We escalated that figure to the 
present time, and we arrived at a figure. of $4,700,000, which is con- 
tained in the letter of comment from the Secretary of the Army to the 
Public Works Committee. However, we arrived at it by pure escala- 
tion, and the detailed estimate of the actual cost might be somewhat 
different and probably is higher than that. 

Mr. Gentry. Well, I have a great deal of respect for the Bureau 
of the Budget, and I think it has a great staff. I just wonder in a 
case of this kind if they are really concerned at really not doing 
violence to justice in a case of this kind. I see their point that they 
think that is a thing that might be involved in other matters. There 
is no bridge here for a distance of 80 miles up and down the river. 
This is in an area where it is thickly populated, adjacent to this Den- 
ison Dam. In a thickly populated area where people have to go 
down the river 40 miles or back up the river 40 miles to cross it, that 
is quite a hardship. ) 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Biarnis. Mr. Rogers. 

Mr. Rocers. I just want to ask a question of Mr. Brennan. He has 
already given us a very concise statement on this problem. About the 
only objection that the Bureau of the Budget has to it is as to the 
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question of policy. They did not object to it the first time the project 
was approved, did they, Mr. Brennan? 

Mr. Brennan. Mr. Rogers, their original objection to it was upon 
the submission of our report recommending the additional payment. 

Mr. Rocers. Yes. That is the only objection they had as far as we 
are concerned, on this policy question ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. It is interesting to have their opinion, and I think it 
is very fine to have the views of the Bureau of the Budget as long as 
we make it clear, Mr. Chairman, as Mr. Gentry and Mrs. Blitch have 
brought out that it was on account of the unusual situation 

Mr. Buatnix. Mr. Steed, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Steep. No, not at this time, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Biarntx. Mr. Wright? 

Mr. WricHr. No, not at this time, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Sreep. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman, but I would like to 
make this observation, that most of the main north and south roads 
which cross Oklahoma and enter into Texas and that would be served 
by this bridge are in my congressional district, and I am very familiar 
with the traffic problem that the lack of a bridge there has created. 

To show the good faith of the two States, that they had no intention 
at all of keeping this money and not building a bridge, the States all of 
the time since the original bridge was begun have gone ahead with the 
continuation of this north-south road with the evident intent of con- 
tinuing across there. So, at the present time in going south out of my 
district we have this 80-mile water barrier there which makes a tre- 
mendous traffic problem. 

Mr. Nicuoison. Is the dam used as a bridge? 

Mr. Sreep. Yes, it is on the east end of the lake, which generally 
is situated east and west. It is a long, narrow lake. 

Mr. Nicwoxson. Is this the main highway between Oklahoma and 
Texas? 

Mr. Streep. Yes, sir; it was. Without the bridge there it is only a 
minor highway part of the way now, but it is one of the most direct 
north-south roads across the State, and even from Kansas and all of 
those northern points all of the way down to Texas. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Brennan, the way H. R. 4552, which we have before 
us, is worded it provides that there shall be constructed a highway or 
bridge across Lake Texoma, and that contribution shall be made by 
the States of Oklahoma and Texas in the amount of $1,212,000. Who 
is to build this bridge? Is it to be built by the Federal Government, 
the Army engineers, or the Bureau of Public Roads ? 

Mr. Brennan. The House bill does not specifically state who shall 
build the bridge. 

Mr. Mack. From the language in this bill Congress will provide 
all of the money except the $1,212,000 which is provided in this bill ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes. 

Mr. Mack. What about the interest increment of $400,000 on the 
amount that the States should conribute ? 

Mr. Brennan. The bill as it is written does not make any adjust- 
ment for that interest increment. 

Mr. Mack. Does it not take that into consideration at all ? 

Mr. Brennan. No, sir. 
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Mr. Mack. What is the estimated total cost of construction of this 
project ? 

Mr. Brennan. The estimate, sir, which we have in our report to 
this committee is $4,700,000, but as I mentioned previously to Mr. 
Gentry that may be low because it was not based upon a detailed 
cost estimate which we did not have the time or money to make. 

Mr. Gentry. I may say that here is an estimate on that which 
shows $6 million with a more detailed estimate. 

Mr. Mack. If we pass this particular piece of legislation, the Fed- 
eral Government will be obligated to contribute to the construction 
of this project its entire cost above the $1,212,000 which is the States’ 
contribution ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. The Federal Government pays the increased cost that 
occurred between 1941 and 1955? 

Mr. BrennaAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. The States were unable to construct this bridge for 
the reason that an agency of the Federal Government prevented them 
from obtaining steel. They could have obtained steel for it after 
1946. Do you know the reason why the States did not go ahead 
with the construction of it between 1946 and 1955 ? 

Mr. Brennan. I would not want to speculate for the States, but 
they have in a letter, or comment to us on the report, pointed out 
that in 1946 they did not have sufficient funds to build the entire 
bridge since all they had then was the $1,212,000 to which I have 
referred. 

Mr. Gentry. Will you yield at this point, Mr. Mack ? 

Mr. Mack. Let Mr. Brennan finish his statement first. 

Mr. Brennan. The estimate of cost at that time was $2,619,000, and 
they stated that they could not proceed with the project since they 
had less than one-half of the total cost at that time. Their position 
was that if the Government had paid them the balance of cost in 
1946 they could have gone ahead, but they did not have the funds 
in hand to proceed. 

Mr. Mack. If this bridge is built, will it be a free bridge, or a toll 
bridge? 

Mr. Brennan. It will presumably be a free bridge. It originally 
was a free bridge. 

Mr. Gentry. I was head of the Highway Commission of Texas 
from 1939 to 1946, and Mr. Brennan states it correctly. When 1946 
came around we could have built the bridge, and I believe the esti- 
mate then was that it would cost about $4 million. That was $3 
million more than the money they had for it, and it was $3 million 
they felt they could not use for that purpose at that time. 

Mr. Mack. This bill provides that we should contribute to the 
extent of about $4 million, because the 2 States did have $3 million 
to go ahead with the construction. 

Mr. Genrry. Yes, I think the estimate on this was $4 million or 
$4,500,000. 

Mr. Mack. Do you know of any other similar cases that might be 
affected by the placing of embargoes on steel by the War Production 
Board ? 

Mr. Brennan. Sir, during the hearing before the Senate Public 
Works Committee the question was asked as to whether other similar 
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cases had occurred with the Corps of Engineers. In response to that 
we made a canvass of our field offices and found that there were no 
other cases of that nature with the exception of two located in the Ohio 
River Division in which the Government as constructing officer had 
stopped the construction of two bridges, as a result of which the State 
which was to have built the bridges was not able to go ahead and a 
renegotiation was made and a payment by way of adjustment was 
made later when the supplies of war critical materials could be 
procured. 

Those cases are not exactly similar cases. The Government had 
contracted with the States for them to build the bridges, and the 
Government is the contracting officer to do that work. 

Mr. Mack. As an observation, and not as a question, I would like 
to say that it seems to me that some of the responsibility here rests 
upon these two States. In 1941 they agreed with the Federal Gov- 
ernment that $1,212,000 would be an adequate settlement. Then they 
were prevented from building the bridge during the war because of 
priorities on steel. The Federal Government could have gone ahead 
from 1946 to 1955 if the States had not relieved the Federal Govern- 
ment from the responsibility of doing that, so it seems part of the 
responsibility rests on the States for that. 

Mr. Streep. I do not think that the States had enough foresight when 
they entered into this agreement to know that in a few days the war 
was going to break out. Had they known that I think the agreement 
would have been in a totally different form. 

We think that the cost of this bridge, whatever it may be is a part 
of the cost of the Denison Dam project. 

In fact, we have had many instances since I have been on this com- 
mittee where projects which were authorized and started, projects 
emanating out of this committee, where the costs have gone up, and 
where they have come back to Congress, and we increased the author- 
ization time and time again. This bridge is part of the overall cost 
of the Denison Dam project, and it is fully in line with these other 
cases. Ihave sat many times on this committee where we increased the 
authorizations for bridges which cost more than they were estimated 
to cost at the time the authorizations were originally made. 

Mr. Mack. What does the Senate bill provide; does it ask $606,000: 
from each State ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir; it provides that the bridge shall be con- 
structed subject to the condition that the States of Texas and Okla- 
homa shall each contribute the sum of $606,000 toward the construc- 
tion of such bridge, and it provides that such bridge shall be 
constructed under the direction of the Secretary of the Army and the 
supervision of the Chief Engineers, in accordance with such plans 
as may be recommended by the Chief of Engineers. That is the 
amendment of the original Senate bill S. 1318. 

Mr. Biatrnix. Mr. Scudder. 

Mr. Scupper. Did I understand you to say that the $606,000 would 
be reimbursed ? 

Mr. Brennan. Mr. Scudder, the States would reimburse the Fed- 
eral Government for that sum. 

Mr. Scupper. In other words, the Federal Government would pay 
all of the cost over and above $1,212.000, is that right ? 
Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Scupper. What is the present estimated cost of the bridge? 

Mr. Brennan. The cost, sir, which we have used in our reply to 
this committee is $4,700,000. 

Mr. Scupper. $4 million and what? 

Mr. Brennan. $4,700,000. Howeevr, the total cost estimate might 
result in a figure considerably different from that, or probably con- 
siderably higher. 

Mr. Scupper. That would be over and above the $1,212,000? 

Mr. Brennan. No, sir, that figure includes the $1,212,000. 

Mr. Scupper. Is this extra Federal participation based on the fact 
that material could not be procured at the time the agreement was 
entered into? 

Mr. Brennan. The present Federal participation, certainly on 
the basis of the bill as written, would presumably be based on pay- 
ing for the entire difference which occurred between 1941 and 1955 
as a result of Federal responsibility for the replacement of that struc- 
ture. 

Mr. Scupper. In 1943 when this project was developed was there 
to be Federal participation ? 

Mr. Brennan. At that time, sir, payment had been made by the 
Iederal Government to the States sufficient to provide for the entire 
reconstruction of the bridge in 1941 as of 1941 prices, so the Federal 
participation was in a sense the making of payment to the States so 
that they could proceed to build the bridge entirely. 

Mr. Rogers. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Scupper. Yes. 

Mr. Rocerrs. I think what we have before us is that the Federal 
Government agreed at the time as part of that project that the bridge 
would be built. It was not built at that time, and we are now being 
asked to build the bridge. That is the question, it seem to me, whether 
the Government will build it 

Mr. Scupper. Extending that question further, did the Federal Gov- 
ernment make its money available by appropriation, or is it only 
authorized ¢ 

Mr. Brennan. No, sir; the money came out of the appropriation 
for Denison Dam, and was actually paid to the States in August 1942. 

Mr. ScuppEr. How much was paid to the States ? 

Mr. BRENNAN. $606,000 to each State, a total of $1,212,000. 

Mr. Scupper. The money the States are putting up is actually 
Federal money; is that right? The States have already been given 
$1,212,000. Now we are being asked to put up the balance of the 
money. 

Mr. BRENNAN. Yes, sir; after the States had reimbursed the Fed- 
eral Government for the original payments which were made to them, 
then the entire cost would be borne by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Scupper. The original estimated cost has already been paid 
by the Federal Government. Each State was paid $606,000, so 100 
percent Federal money will be required to construct the bridge. 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Scupper. There is no local participation. I thought at first 
there was to be some local participation, but this is an outright grant 
for the construction of the bridge. 

Mr. BrenNAN. Yes, sir; that is correct. 
Mr. Scupper. That is all. 
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Mr. Avcer. In order to further clarify possibly what has been said 
here this might help. I would like to read first a paragraph of a 
letter which was sent to me by Mr. D. C. Greer, who worked with 
our colleague from Texas. Mr. Greer is state highway engineer of 
Texas. This is what he says: 


When the dam over Red River at Denison was under construction it was known 
at that time that the highway from Denison, Tex., to Madill, Okla., would be 
inundated and, accordingly, we made a presentation to the United States engi- 
neers to the effect that they should replace the facility, either at the point of 
inundation or between Willis, Okla., and Whitesboro, Tex. 


There is no question about that fact at all. 


After many months of negotiation they paid the two States $1,212,000, of 
which $606,000 came to Texas. We tried to build the bridge south of Willis, 
Okla. We were stopped by war priority requirements. The dam was not stopped. 
The area was flooded. We later made application for the total cost of the bridge, 
based on present-day prices and construction under water. We got no action. 


I would like to submit that letter and have it made a part of the 
record, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Biarnrk. Without objection the letter may be included in the 
record. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 


TExAS HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT, 
Austin, Tex., February 24, 1955. 
Hon. Bruce ALGER, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C. 

IXEAR CONGRESSMAN ALGER: When the dam over Red River at Denison was { 
under construction it was known ai that time that the highway from Denison, 
Tex., to Madill, Okla., would be inundated and, accordingly, we made a presenta- 
tion to the United States engineers to the effect that they should replace the 
facility, either at the point of inundation or between Willis, Okla., and Whites- 
boro, Tex. After many months of negotiation they paid the 2 States $1,212,000, 
of which $606,000 came to Texas. We tried to build the bridge south of Willis, 
Okla. We were stopped by war priority requirements. The dam was not 
stopped. The area was flooded. We later made application for the total cost 
of the bridge, based upon present-day prices and construction under water. We 
got no action. 

Now a bill, known as H. R. 3203, has been introduced by Representative Al- 
bert of Oklahoma, presumably to accomplish the objective desired by both 
)clahoma and Texas. It does not quite fulfill this requirement in that it does 
not provide for the total cost under present-day conditions. Both States are 
committed to the construction of the bridge and the Federal Government pro- 
viding reimbursement for its total cost. 

I give to you all of this information because I am of the opinion that the 
representation in the Congress from Oklahoma will modify the proposed legis- 
lation and it will come before the Public Works Committee, of which you are 
a member. I feel sure you will give this legislation your support. 

With kindest regards, 

Sincerely yours, 
D. C. GREER, 
State Highway Engineer. 

Mr. Aucer. Do you think, Mr. Brennan, that the fear of a precedent 
being established is the determining factor in this particular case? 

Mr. Brennan. Well, the Bureau of the Budget, Mr. Alger, men- 
tioned the possibility of a precedent being est: iblished, and spoke of 
far-reaching effects which could not be evaluated because of the lack 
of data. It is my interpretation, and it is the Corps of Engineers’ 
interpretation, that the Bureau of the Budget’s position referred 
primarily to that question of precedent. We do not take a position on 
the other factors, but merely upon the precedent-establishing possi- 
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a and the Chief of Engineers took the position that the Budget 

is in a better situation to speak for the Government as a whole, and, 
the refore the point upon which the decision hinged was one that went 
beyond the Chief of Engineers’ responsibilities in connection with 
civil-work projects. 

Mr. Aucer. Certainly we hope that just the fear of a precedent 
will not overcome the facts in the ease. 

Mr. Streep. Will you yield, Mr. Alger? 

Mr. Ager. Yes, 

Mr. Steep. I think that if there is any precedent being set here it 
is being set in the opposite direction because it was contempl: ated in 
the beginning that the cost of the Denison Dam project would include 
the pz Lyment “of damages or the replacement of a facility. Now, the 
fact that there are in this case circumstances over which the States 
had no control and which complicated the problem after the original 
agreement was made with the States is something that would have 
the effect of setting a precedent if the Federal Government does not 
go ahead and replace that facility. It has always been the policy 
of the Federal Government in these cases to add additional funds to 
complete these projects if the actual cost amounts to more than the 
original estimates, no matter what they cost. Here, in effect, they 
are refusing to do that. So I say that the precedent which would be 
established by the Bureau of the Budget is that. we are a Nation 
which would escape its responsibilities for circumstances beyond any- 
body’s control after it had entered into agreements for the starting 
of a project. 

Would you go so far as to say that this is the repudiation of an 
obligation by the United States which was agreed upon formerly / 

Mr. Brennan. Precisely the terms in the original contract, the 
contract originally did not require anyone to build a bridge. As Mr. 
Gentry pointed out, there is no reason to suppose that the States would 
not have gone ahead with the bridge. 

Mr. Sreep. Mr. Brennan, would you not say that the Federal Gov- 
ernment giving money to the States to build the bridge is evidence that 
the Federal Government believed the bridge should be built? The 
States were stopped only because they could not get the steel due to 
war priority. The Federal Government put up the money with which 
to build it. Maybe I do not understand this, but it looks to me like 
the Federal Government says here is the money that we have put 
up when priority intervened. 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct, but the Government did not say 
you have to build the br idge. 

Mr. Streep. But they did not give them $1,212,000 just to spend on 
something else. 

Mr. Brennan. They gave it to them so that they could pay the 
exact cost of the bridge. 

Mr. Sreep. Would you say that it was damages rather than cost 
of building the bridge, to replace the bridge? 

Mr. Brennan. That will require determination by the committee 
as to whether the increased amount is damage which is resulting. 

Mr. Sreep. If it is not damage it is the payment to build the br ‘idge. 
It must be one or the other. 

Mr. Brennan. The original payment / 

























































90) FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 





Mr. Sreep. The $1,212,000. It looks to me like this was a Govern- 
ment mandate that you are to get a foundation for the bridge; here is 
your money. 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. It was a damage payment based 
upon the cost of building the bridge, and the State could have pro- 
ceeded to build the bridge. We have no reason to suppose that they 
would not have gone ahead and built the bridge. 

Mr. Streep. It is approximately 80 miles around if they cannot go 
across at this point? It makes a detour of about 80 miles for those 
people who would have taken the bridge if it had been there? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, the distance between the dam and the next 
bridge downstream is approximately 80 miles. 

Mr. Streep. Then it is 160 miles around for those who cannot go to 
the bridge and get across? 

Mr. Brennan. If you took a comparison in the middle of the 
reservoir. 

Mr. Streep. If it were X miles to that bridge there, how far around 
would it be for those people to go? 

Mr. Brennan. It would be approximately 80 miles, or 40 miles up 
one side, and 40 miles down the other. 

Mr. Buatntk. Mr. Auchincloss, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Avcuincioss. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Biarnix. We have several Members of Congress present who 
have routine resolutions pending for consideration, and we are anxious 
to give them consideration. I want to apologize for holding up the 
Members so long. 

The Chair would like to inform the committee membership that any 
more detailed questions they desire to ask may be asked in executive 
session of the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Biatnik. We will now take up H. R. 4552. 

(The bill referred to is on p. 75.) 

Mr. Buatrnik. We have the author of House bill H. R. 4552, Mr. Carl 
Albert of Oklahoma with us. Mr. Albert, will you make such state- 
ment as you desire to make to the committee ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. CARL ALBERT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


Mr. Apert. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much this chance to 
testify on this matter which involves the construction of a bridge 
between my congressional district and the State of Texas, but before 
going into my prepared statement I would like to comment brifly on 
the last point which was made by the representative of the Corps of 
Engineers. 

It seem to me that there is some feeling that the amount of money 
paid in 1942, pursuant to agreements made in 1941, to the States of 
Texas and Oklahoma, was, in fact, a damage payment and not a pay- 
ment to build a bridge. 

There are several reasons why that obviously could not be the case, 
and the first of these is this: The bridge and roads that were destroyed 
at Woodville, Okla., if they had been replaced would have cost 
$2,100,000 at that time rather than $1,212,000 for a crossing at that 
time at the Willis site. 
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The Oklahoma and Texas Highway Departments would not have 
agreed to a damage payment of less than $2,100,000 when they were 
clearly entitled to that for the construction of a br idge at the identical 
place where the bridge was being destroyed. 

They agreed to build a bridge, ‘but to build it at the narrowest por- 
tion on the interior portion of the lake, namely at the Willis site 
where it could be built for a much less amount of money. 

The second thing is that all of the years subsequent to this 1941 
agreement the State of Oklahoma and the Ar my engineers during the 
war tried to get priorities time after time, and priorities were refused 
not to the State of Oklahoma, but to the Army engineers, who had 
told the highway authorities that they thought they “could get priori- 
ties from the War Production Board, but could not. 

Then after the war negotiations kept on. That is why the States did 
not build the bridge. They thought the Federal Government should 
build it. The State did not build this lake. 

The State of Oklahoma built a nice recreation park there. 

The Government did not give us the land. We paid the fair market 
value for that land. We bought the land and we are building a park 
there on land formerly owned by the Federal Government which the 
State has purchased for value received. 

These negotiations continued on up to 1952 when the Rivers and 
Harbors Board held hearings down in that area and conducted hear- 
ings in Washington and came up with the conclusion that an addi- 
tional amount was equitably owed to the States and recommended that 
it be paid. 

The fact that negotiations were going on and that the Army en- 
gineers were interceding with the War Production Beard to try to 
get materials to build this bridge, all of these things seemed to — 
out clearly the answer to your question, Mr. Alger that wh: as 
intended was that the bridge would be built and not damages would 
be paid, because if it had been a question of damages the States would 
have been foolish not to have insisted upon damages for the destruc- 
tion of their property at the time it was destroy ed. 

Mr. Mack. Such payments as were made to the two States you con- 
strued applied to the construction of the bridge? 

Mr. Apert. They were meant for the purpose of building the 
bridge, and I have here a memorandum which was prepared by the 
Oklahoma and Texas Highway Commission, of which your dis- 
tinguished colleague, Mr. Gentry, was a member at the time these ne- 
gotiations started. 

When this matter was agreed upon the Oklahoma Highway De- 
partment went to Texas and said it is your turn to build a bridge 
across the Red River. Under an agreement apparently existing be- 
tween the States Texas builds one and the next one Oklahoma builds. 

The Texas Highway Division said they would build a bridge. So 
they went so far as to prepare plans and make soundings to get things 
ready when the War Production Board stopped them, and ‘then they 
went so far as to try to argue the War Production Board into le tting 
them have enough material to build the foundations so that w hen 
the water came they would have that much of the bridge built, and 
the additional cost would not be there. 
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The thing that has contributed to the cost of the bridge in addition 
to the increased cost of labor and materials is the fact that instead of 
building it on dry land you now have to build that bridge in 80 feet 
of water. That is where much of the cost has gone into this thing. 

The whole thing was done by the Federal Government, and we 
contend it is the responsibility of the Federal Government to build 
this bridge or to furnish the funds under agreements with the States 
to let the States build it. 

In that connection, I should like to suggest that this bill should be 
amended in accordance with the amendments which were adopted to 
the Senate bill, first, because it takes care of that point and designates 
definitely the responsible agency for building the bridge and secondly 
it gets around the proposition of setting a precedent because it requires 
the construction of this project as part of the original act authorizing 
the construction of the lake, and that was the main reason, I think, for 
the Senate amendment. 

Mr. Mack. On that point, could I ask you another question, Mr. 
Albert ? 

Mr. Auperr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. I have to leave at a quarter of 12, and I would like to 
get this point in before I go. 

Mr. Aubert. Yes. 

Mr. Mack. In 1941 the Federal Government gave to the two States 
a total of $1,212,000. 

Mr. Apert. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. The 2 States have had the use of that money for a poses 
of 14 years, and during that time the Federal Government has had to 
pay interest on that money because it became part of the national 
debt. 

Would you be averse to an amendment to this bill providing that 
the amount of payment by the States should be $606,000 each plus in- 
terest from 1941 to 1955, or, perhaps, from 1946 because you had no 
opportunity to spend it before then. 

Mr. Atzerr. Well, Mr. Mack, I would agree to that under normal 
circumstances, but the reason why the bridge has not been built is that 
the States have contended all along that it was the responsibility of 
the Federal Government under which the negotiations have gone on. 

While the Federal Government has been deprived of that money for 
that period of time, the States have also been deprived of that bridge 
due to the fault, we feel, of the Federal Government. They built the 
lake, and it is their lake there, covering our bridge. They have not 
replaced it. I think the equities are on our side. It is true, however, 
that we have had this money, but we have had it for one purpose and 
one purpose only, and that is to contribute to the building of that 
bridge under an agreement. 

I would like to point out in this connection that this area in Okla- 
homa, and I know it is similar on the Texas side, is a very prosperous 
and productive area. Marshall County, one-third of whose land was 
submerged by this lake, is a new oilfield. It has no outlet to the south 
except to go 40 miles out of the way. In addition to oil it is a great 
cattle country. The country to the north of this is known as Here- 
ford Heaven, where some of the finest cattle in the United States are 
raised. 








on 
of 
eet 


we 
ild 
tes 


. to 


ites 


‘iod 
1 to 
mal 


hat 
in- 
| no 


mal 
chat 
y of 
on. 
for 
dge 
the 
not 
ver, 
and 
that 


kla- 
rous 

was 
outh 
reat 
lere- 
; are 


FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 93 


Fort Worth is one of the great cattle markets of the country, and 
the farmers in this area cannot get out of this country without driv- 
ing an additional 40 miles to get to Fort Worth. 

Tulsa lies to the north of this proposed bridge. Dallas lies to the 
south of it. In going between Dallas, Fort Worth, and Tulsa, 3 of the 
great cities of the Southwest, our citizens have to drive 40 to 50 miles 
out of the way, and there is no direct route between Tulsa, Okla., and 
these 2 great Texas cities. 

In addition to that this area contains some of the greatest raw as- 
phalt and rock mills in the United States. It is an area of great oil, 
mineral, and agricultural resources, and these people who gave up 
their lands to the Federal Government to build a Federal project we 
feel are entitled to the same kind of transportation that they had be- 
fore the project was built. 

On both sides of this lake are important Federal highways, High- 
way 77 on the east side and Highways 67 and 75 which run together 
on the west side. These are two of the most overburdened highways 
in that part of the country. In addition to their normal traffic which 
they carry you have thrown onto them all of this interior traffic. 

Gentlemen, I hesitate to take the time of the committee further on 
this matter. 

I have here a prepared statement in which I trace the history and 
the background of this somewhat in detail showing that the Federal 
Government intended that the States of Texas and Oklahoma would 
build this bridge. 

I have here, which I shall be glad to furnish for the record, the 
coaree history of this project prepared by the Oklahoma and Texas 
Highway Departments which contains step by step a chronological 
account of everything that has happened in connection with it. 

I have a letter here, for example, which was written October 17, 
1944, urging Federal funds for the construction of this project from 
the Texas Highway Department to Speaker Rayburn, asking his help 
in the matter. 

Incidentally this proposed bridge lies between the Speaker's dis- 
trict and my district, and this letter sets it out in detail and I com- 
mend it to you to read. It contains the whole history of this project 
and why the Federal Government is obligated. And it was signed by 
none other than Brady Gentry, chairman of the Texas Highway 
Commission. . pare 

Gentlemen, I believe I will ask consent to file my full statement and 
then submit myself to questions. ; 

Mr. Biarnik. Without objection it may be included in the record. 

(The matter referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY HON. CARL ALBERT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you in support 
of Senate bill 1818. This bill, which was approved by the Senate on May 31, is 
similar to a bill I have introduced in the House, H. R. 4552, and I earnestly urge 
your approval of the Senate bill. It is meritorious legislation that will correct 
a longstanding inequity involving the States of Oklahoma and Texas. 

The bill before you would authorize construction of a bridge over Lake Texoma 
which is on the Red River dividing the States of Oklahoma and Texas. Some 
of you are familiar with the legislative history of this project, but for those of 
you who are not, let me review it briefly. 
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On November 26 and December 6, 1941, the Federal Government, through the 
Corps of Engineers, entered into separate agreements with the States of Okla- 
homa and Texas for the relocation of roads and bridges to be inundated by the 
waters of the Denison Dam. The contracts provided, among other things, for the 
payment to each State of the sum of $606,000 upon the conveyance by each State 
to the United States of perpetual flowage easements over Texas State Highway 
91 and Oklahoma State Highway 99. 

Attached to the agreement were various exhibits describing in detail the roads 
and bridges to be relocated. As a part of one exhibit there was set forth a state- 
ment to the effect that the estimated cost of reconstructing the crossing on High- 
ways 91 and 99 would be $2,100,000. The Oklahoma and Texas Highway Com- 
missions, in lieu of attempting to reconstruct a crossing at the old site, agreed 
on an estimate of $1,212,000 for the construction of a crossing at the Willis site. 
The States agreed to accept from the Federal Government a cash payment of 
$1,212,000 to be equally divided between them in return for granting of a flowage 
easement over Highways 91 and 99. 

The $1,212,000 was to be used for the construction of a new bridge at the Willis 
site. There is no doubt at all but that this was understood both by the States 
and by the Federal Government, e. g. on September 23, 1941, prior to the execu- 
tion of the contracts, the States requested the Federal Government by joint 
resolution, to make payment sufficient to enable the States to build the bridge 
at Willis, and the resolution specified that both States considered the crossing 
necessary, and that the funds paid would be used to construct the crossing. 
Immediately after the contract was signed the State of Oklahoma gave to the 
State of Texas a notice in writing that the duty of designing the bridge would 
fall upon the State of Texas. To this the State of Texas agreed. The Texas 
Highway Department proceeded with its plans and in March 1942 notified the 
Oklahoma Highway Department that location and foundation surveys had been 
completed and sufficient work on the design done that bids could be taken in 
June 1942. The United States engineers’ office at Denison, Tex., cooperated 
with the States in seeking priorities from the War Production Board for critical 
materials needed for Denison Dam and corollary projects. After several months 
of negotiations the War Production Board advised the States on August 11, 1942, 
that it could not grant priority assistance for the necessary critical materials for 
the Willis bridge, although WPB did grant priority ratings for other work con- 
nected with the dam. 

The States argued that the cost of the bridge would be increased several times 
after the Highways 91 and 99 were inundated, but these arguments were to no 
avail. In 19438 a new estimate of the cost of the Willis Bridge was prepared by 
the Texas highway department in the amount of $2,260,768. The highway com- 
missions of both States agreed to present an additional claim to the Government 
in the amount of $1,048,768 as the difference between the estimated cost of 
building the structure in 1943, when the site was 35 to 45 feet under water, and 
the original cost estimate of $1,212,000 in 1941. This new claim was denied by 
the Chief of Engineers and thereafter there followed for several years a con- 
tinuous effort on the part of both States to obtain additional assistance for con- 
struction of the bridge. 

After a public hearing in 1952 the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors recommended an additional payment to the States of $990,000 for 
construction of the bridge. The Board said this $990,000, coupled with the 
$1,212,000 already paid, would have been sufficient to construct the bridge in 
1946 after War Production Board regulations had been abolished. The States 
of Oklahoma and Texas took the position then, as they do now, that they were 
unable to construct the bridge in 1946 because sufficient funds were not then 
and had not at any time been available. 

In connection with the report of the Board of Engineers, the Bureau of the 
Budget submitted a report to the Secretary of the Army in which the Bureau 
contended there was no legal justification for the additional payment to the 
States of Texas and Oklahoma. The Bureau further said that any additional 
payment by the United States “might be construed as admitting liability for 
damage caused by the materials priority system established during time of 
emergency.” 

After this adverse report from the Budget Bureau, the Chief of Engineers 
withdrew his recommendation for the additional payment. 

The bill now before this committee would authorize construction of the 
Willis Bridge, provided the States of Texas and Oklahoma each contribute the 
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sum of $606,000 toward the cost of the work. The estimated cost at this time 
of constructing a crossing at the Willis site is about $7,200,000. The estimated 
additional cost of $6 million to the United States may be more or less, depending 
on conditions prevailing at the time of construction. 

Mr. Chairman, I think there is no question but that the States of Texas and 
Oklahoma entered into a contract in good faith with the Federal Government 
providing for the Denison Dam. While the contract did not specifically pro- 
vide for the construction of a new bridge at the Willis site, the attached exhibits 
and the efforts made at that time to construct a bridge show clearly that the 
Federal Government accepted the responsibility of reimbursing the States for 
that construction. Certainly a matter of good faith on the part of the Govern- 
ment is involved here. 

I believe that the bill approved by the Senate meets the objections raised by 
the Bureau of the Budget. This bill, you will note, revises Public Law 761 of 
the 75th Congress, which authorized the construction of the Denison Dam 
and Reservoir on Red River. It would set no precedent, but would have the 
effect of authorizing the construction of a bridge at the Willis site. It provides 
that the States of Oklahoma and Texas shall each contribute the sum of 
$606,000 toward the cost of the work. 

I maintain that the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in recom- 
mending an additional payment in 1952 recognized the Government’s responsi- 
bility in this matter. I believe the claim of the States is equitable and fair, 
and is based upon the proposition that the Government should fulfill its 
obligations. , 

The need for this bridge is beyond any question. At the present time a 
whole section of the State of Oklahoma is isolated from an important section 
of north Texas by reason of the presence of Lake Texoma. There is no way 
for these people to cross the lake except on Highways 67 and 75 at Denison or on 
Highway 77 between Gainesville and Thackerville. These highways are already 
overtaxed by heavy traffic going into Dallas and Fort Worth. As matters now 
stand there is no direct route between some of the greatest cities of the South- 
west. It is impossible to drive from Tulsa to Dallas or Fort Worth without 
going 40 or 50 miles out of the way. Most of the people in the counties im- 
mediately north of the lake have been burdened by additional transportation 
costs which has adversely affected their entire economy. These are some of the 
most prosperous and productive areas in Oklahoma. One of the great oilfields 
of Oklahoma lies just north of the lake. This area is a part of what is known 
as Hereford Heaven and one of the finest cattle sections in the country. 

Lake Texoma is the most important recreational area in that part of the 
United States. Year in and year out it is among the recreational leaders in the 
United States. In 1949 when it was under the Park Service, more people visited 
Lake Texoma than any other park under jurisdiction of the National Park 
Service. 

The need for a suitable bridge and roads leading to the main body of the 
lake has retarded its recreational development. The Government has more 
than $65 million invested in the lake and its development is a question of na- 
tional importance. The people on both sides of the lake for many miles are 
anxious that this structure be built. 

If the bridge is built the Governor of Oklahoma has indicated a north-south 
toll road will be built to the bridge. There is no question of the need; the only 
question is whether the Federal Government will meet its obligation to the States 
of Oklahoma and Texas to furnish the funds with which to build it. 


Mr. Batrntk. Mr. Albert, would you object to introducing a clean 
bill conforming to the Senate amendment, which the committee could 
take up in executive session ? 

Mr. Arpert. I shall be very glad to do that; yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buarnix. We will review all further information in executive 
session. 

We thank the gentleman from Oklahoma for his statement. 

Mr. Atsert. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Biatnrx. We will now take up H. R. 4734 and H. R. 4683. 
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(The bills referred to are as follows :) 


{H. R. 4683, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend section 101 of the River and Harbor Act of 1954, approved September 3, 
1954 (ch. 1264, Public Law Numbered 780, Eighty-third Congress), to extend the time 
for work done by local interests on dredging project at Los Angeles and Long Beach 
Harbors, California, from July 1, 1953, to November 7, 1953, and authorizing the 
Secretary of the Army to make reimbursement therefor 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 101 of the River and Harbor Act 
of 1954, approved September 3, 1954 (ch. 1264, Public Law Numbered 780, 
Eighty-third Congress), be amended by striking the date “July 1, 1953” and in- 
serting in lieu thereof the date “November 7, 1953”. 


[H. R. 4734, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the provisions of the River and Harbor Act of 1954 which authorize the 
Secretary of the Army to reimburse local interests for work done on a dredging project 
at Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors. California, during a period ending on June 1, 
1953, by extending that period to November 7, 1953 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the paragraph of section 101 of the 
River and Harbor Act of 1954 which begins “Los Angeles and Long Beach 
Harbors, California: is amended by striking out “July 1, 1953” and inserting 
in lieu thereof ‘““November 7, 1953”. 

Mr. Buarntk. We have Mr. King and Mr. McDonough of California 
with us on H. R. 4734 and H. R. 4683, which are bills to extend the 
time for work done by local interests on dredging project at Los 
Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, Calif., from July 1, 1953, to Novem- 
ber 7 7, 1953, and authorizing the Secretary of the Army to make re- 
imbursement therefor. 

Tell us about this, Colonel Allen. 

Colonel Aten. Included in last year’s omnibus bill was a project 
modification for Los Angeles Harbor. 

As part of that authorization there was included in the act re- 
imbursement to the city of Los Angeles of not exceeding $500,000 for 
work which they had done prior to authorization of the project. 

This project was in the last omnibus bill and the city of Los Angeles 
in order to fully develop their harbor took adv antage of the terminal 
which they constructed for operation prior to authorization to do a 
certain amount of the work with the funds which were a part of the 
Federal project, and last year’s omnibus bill took recognition of that 
and authorized such reimbursement. It authorized reimbursement in 
the amount of $500,000 for work done prior to July 1, 1953. 

It was the understanding of all concerned with the project at the 
time it was considered in 1953 that the work had, in effect, been com- 
pleted. Actually, the work by the city of Los Angeles was not com- 
pleted for several months after July 1, 1953. 

The effect of this bill would be to merely extend the time for that 
work done by the city of Los Angeles to November 7, 1953. It would 
not have the effect of i increasing the cost to the Federal Government 
which was authorized in the last omnibus bill. It is merely a cor- 
rective measure to encompass within the calendar period up to No- 
vember 7 the work done by the city of Los Angeles. 

Mr. Buarnre. It extends the time originally authorized by 4 
months ? 

Colonel Auten. Yes, from July 1, 1958, to November 7, 1953. 
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Mr. Buatnik. And you said that there would be no additional cost 
to the Federal Government beyond that included in the original au- 
thorization ? 

Colonel Auten. That is correct. 

Mr. Buarnix. Are there any questions on my right? Are there 
any questions on my left? 

You have 2 bills a. 1 introduced by Mr. King, and 1 introduced 
by Mr. McDonough. Both of these gentlemen are here in behalf of 
their measures. Do you have any statement to make on behalf of your 
bill, Mr. King ? 

Mr. Kine. The colonel has done very well in covering it, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Biarntx. Mr. McDonough ? 

Mr. McDonoueu. Mr. Chairman, I think that the colonel has ex- 
plained the situation. 

We would appreciate very much favorable action of the committee. 
We believe that it is an item that the committee should pass without 
much pressure, and, certainly, it should not be much more than a 
Consent Calendar matter. 

Mr. Buatnik. We appreciate having you gentlemen here with us 
this morning, and we appreciate your patience. 


CLEVELAND HARBOR, OHIO—RESOLUTION 528 


The committee will now take up resolutions which are eligible for 
consideration by the subcommittee. Most of these we can dispose of 


in executive session. 

For the benefit of those members who have waited so patiently, the 
Chair will call on those members who are listed. First we have Reso- 
lution 528, Cleveland Harbor, Ohio. Is Mrs. Bolton here? 


MILWAUKEE HARBOR, WIS.—RESOLUTION 549 


The next resolution is 549 on Milwaukee Harbor, Wis. Mr. Reuss 
is tied up in another meeting. 


WAUKEGAN HARBOR, ILL.—RESOLUTION 554 


The next resolution is 554, Waukegan Harbor, Ill. Mrs. Church 
is with us this morning, and she has been waiting patiently. 

Colonel Allen, will you give us a summary of the review study re- 
quested by this resolution ? 

Colonel Atten. This resolution 554, Mr. Chairman, would author- 
ize the Chief of Engineers to review the outstanding reports on Wau- 
kegan Harbor, Ill. The estimated cost of such a survey is $25,000, 
and the Chief of Engineers has recommended favorable action on the 
review study. 

Mr. BuiatnrK. Is that all, Colonel ? 

Colonel Aten. Yes, sir, that is all. 

Mr. Buiarnix. Are there any questions on my right? Are there 
any questions on my left? ; 

Mrs. Church, do you have a statement to make on behalf of this 
resolution ? 
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STATEMENT OF HON. MARGUERITE STITT CHURCH, A REPRESENT- 
ATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 


Mrs. Cuurcn. I appreciate very much the courtesy of the com- 
mittee in letting me come before it. 

I would like to call your attention to the fact that I have intro- 
duced bill H. R. 5819, to which I would like to call the attention of 
the committee since it seeks to remedy one of the factors underlying 
our request for this review study. 

At the time in 1945 when the committee and the Congress author- 
ized work done on Waukegan Harbor, certain conditions were laid 
down which have not been met by the city of Waukegan, namely, 
that a bulkhead was to be constructed to form a harbor for small 
boats. 

Four years ago I found that the Army engineers would not do 
any further work on that harbor until that requirement was met. I 
found on the part of the health authorities and the community in 
general the united opinion that the construction of that bulkhead 
would be providing an unnecessary small-boat harbor in that area 
and that it would prove a detriment to health as well as the recrea- 
tional facilities there. 

The only public beach in Waukegan is along the edge of a public 
park there, and if this bulkhead were constructed not only would 
the city of Waukegan be deprived of a portion of their bathing 
facilities, but waste from the sewage from the small boats would be 
damaging to the health of the community and the children bathing 
there. For that reason, after talking with the head of the Corps 
of Engineers in Chicago, it seemed best to me to introduce this bill 
which merely asks that before the study is completed that they 
might be relieved of this current obligation. The reason for bring- 
ing the matter up now, is because the city has gone ahead and 
engaged a court consultant who is working with the railroad on 
relocations, and there is, in addition, a bill in the [linois Legislature 
establishing a Port of Waukegan Authority. It would be more con- 
venient to the local and State authorities if this small matter of the 
unconstructed bulkhead could be reviewed by the committee and proper 
action taken to relieve the city of the construction of something which 
would be damaging to the community and be a waste. 

Mr. Buatnix. Thank you, Mrs. Church. 

Are they any questions on my right? Are there any questions on 
my left? 

We shall continue consideration of this matter in executive session. 

We thank you very much for your waiting so patiently, Mrs. Church. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and gentle- 
men of the committee. 


LORAIN HARBOR, OHIO—RESOLUTION 564 


Mr. Buatnrx. Mr. Baumhart was with the committee, and was 
called away because of another committee necessitating his presence. 

We have a written statement from our colleague which will be con- 
sidered in executive session. 
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ROCHESTER HARBOR (CHARLOTIF), N. ¥.—-RESOLUTION 602 


Mr. Keating, I believe you are interested in Rochester Harbor. 

Mr. Keatine. Yes; that is correct. 

Mr. Buatrnix. And Mr. Ostertag is here on the same matter. 

Resolution 602, Rochester Harbor, N. Y. -» & review study of pre- 
liminary scope at an estimated cost of $ $5,000. 

May we have a brief summary statement by the colonel ? 

Colonel Atten. The Chief of Engineers has recommended the ap- 
proval of this review study of Rochester Harbor, N. Y., of preliminary 
examination scope at a cost of $5,000. ‘The local interests have ex- 
pressed a desire to have the facilities at Rochester Harbor reviewed 
to determine whether or not. they are justified in making modifications 
of the Rochester Harbor pr ‘oject. 

Mr. Buatnik. Mr. Keating, do you have any comments to make 
on this matter ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. KENNETH B. KEATING, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Keatine. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, inas- 
much as the engineers have recommended this study, I have always 
been told that when you were winning your lawsuit you ought not 
to interfere. 

I do not know that I have anything to say unless there are some 
questions. 

I would like to file with the committee, if I may, as part of the 


record, a certified copy of a resolution adopted by the City Council 
of the City of Rochester urging that this survey be made. 

Unless the committee has some questions I do not have anything 
to add, except to urge favorable consideration of this survey. 

Mr. Buatnrx. Without objection your resolution will be included 
in the proceedings at this point. 

(The matter referred to is as follows :) 


CERTIFIED RESOLUTION, CITy CLERK’sS OFFICE 


RocHester, N. Y., April 13, 195: 
To Whom It May Concern: 

I hereby certify that at a meeting of the Council of the City of Rochester, 
held in the city hall, on April 12, 1955, a resolution was adopted, of which the 
following is a true copy; and at the time said resolution was adopted the council 
consisted of nine members. 


RESOLUTION NO. 55-9 
(By Councilman Farbo) 


Whereas oceangoing vessels will be able to operate in the Great Lakes when 
the St. Lawrence seaway is completed ; and 

Whereas the Rochester (Charlotte) Harbor on Lake Ontario is at present 
inadequate for the accommodation of such vessels ; and 

Whereas the future development of the city of Rochester would be greatly 
enhanced by the enlargement of the said harbor: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That Congressman Kenneth B. Keating and Harold C. Ostertag be 
requested to take the necessary action to have Congress authorize the Army 
engineers to survey the Rochester (Charlotte) Harbor to determine what im- 
provements are required to render the harbor adequate to accommodate the 
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larger vessels which will operate in the Great Lakes upon completion of the 
St. Lawrence seaway. 


Attest: 
[SEAL] THomAs P. O’LEary, 
City Clerk. 


Mr. Biarnix. Mr. Ostertag, do you wish to make a statement ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. HAROLD C. OSTERTAG, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 





Mr. Ostertac. Mr. Chairman, I can only add to what Mr. Keating 
has said that the local authorities feel that this project is well worth 
while. 

As you know, Rochester is an important industrial city, having 468 
large industries in the territory. Five railroads are serving the com- 
munity and the population of the immediate area is 487,000. 

The dock facilities there are doing business to the tune of some $8 
million annually, and several hundred thousand tons of coal and salt 
pass through this port which increases our docking as the seaway 
develops. 

That is all I have to add except to say that I believe this is a worth- 
while proposal. 

Colonel ALLEN. The annual commerce in Rochester over the past 10 
years has averaged 1,500,000 tons a year. 

Mr. Buarnrx. Are there any questions by the committee? That 
will be all. Thank you, gentlement for your patience in waiting. 


PEPPERELL COVE, KITTERY POINT, MAINE—-RESOLUTION 569 





Mr. Hale, I believe you have resolution 569, Pepperell Cove, Kittery 
Point, Maine, calling for a review study to be combined with the pres- 
ently authorized studies at no additional cost. Colonel Allen, will you 
give us a summary statement on this? 

Colonel ALLEN. Pepperell Cove is a small boat harbor on the coast 
of Maine and there is an authorized project there now. The local inter- 
ests have requested that the situation at Pepperell Cove be reviewed 
to determine whether or not there are additional justified facilities 
which should be reported on by the Chief of Engineers. We have 
recommended approval of the review study. 

Mr. Buarntx. Mr. Hale, do you have a statement? 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT HALE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MAINE 


Mr. Hare. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to come here 
before the committee. I will leave with the committee some photo- 
graphs of the cove showing the effect of the action of the sea. 
Pepperell Cove is the best natural yacht and small-boat harbor 
within a radius of approximately 30 miles. It is approximately mid- 
way between Cape Anne at the northern entrance of Massachusetts 
Bay and Cape Elizabeth outside of Portland Harbor. Its usefulness is 
impaired by lack of a breakwater to protect the anchorave and shore 
structures. A storm in November 1946 did severe damage to Frisbee’s 
wharf, the only wharf at Kittery Point, which for more than a cen- 

















































he 


$8 
It 
Ly 


ry 
»S- 
ou 


ist 
r- 
ed 
les 
ve 


FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 101 


tury has been used as a town wharf. The wharf was rebuilt in the 
following year at a cost of $8,000. New construction was of 3- and 4- 
ton granite blocks. Nevertheless these were washed away in a storm 
on November 7, 1953, when the lobster pound on the wharf was also 
destroyed. Fifty-eight licensed lobstermen are now fishing out of 
Kittery Point, the replacement value of their boats and equipment 
being appraised at $169,000, and the annual value of their catch at 
$135,000. Their business is jeopardized and their capital assets en- 
dangered by the lack of proper breakwater protection. They are also 
handicapped by shoal water conditions. 

Lack of breakwater protection and shoalwater conditions likewise 
discourage the use of the cove by the large fleets of pleasure craft which 
frequent these waters during the summer months. 

Mr. Biarnrk. Are there any questions on my right? Are there any 
questions on my left? Thank you very much, Mr. Hale. 

(The following matter was submitted by Mr. Hale for the record :) 


JANUARY 29, 1954. 
Subject: Dredging and protection needed at Pepperrell Cove, Kittery Point, 
Maine. 


Dear Mrs. SMirH: Complementing our letter even date, on above subject, we 
enclose and ask your attention to the following: 

Letter dated December 21, 1953, from your office notifying Burnell E. Frisbee, 
town clerk of Kittery, that this area is declared a disaster area. 

Picture No. 1, taken November 27, 1946: Lacking breakwater protection, a 
strong wind combined with extra high tide drove heavy rollers directly in from 
sea and caused following damage at Frisbee’s wharf, Pepperrell Cove: Washed 
away walls all around wharf; took bottom out of coal shed; heavy damage to 
floats and gangways; entire wharf floated up and down. Many lobster boats 
were lost and damaged. Picture taken 2 hours after high tide. 

Wall and wharf rebuilt in 1947 at cost of $8,000, using 3 to 4 ton granite 
blocks. This washed away in same type of storm November 7, 1953. 

Picture No. 2, taken November 7, 1953: Heavy walls and wharf again destroyed 
on account of lack of breakwater protection. In this storm a lobster pound on 
the wharf was destroyed with equipment. 

Picture Nos. 3 and 4: Front crib wall entirely destroyed November 7, 1953. 

Picture No. 5: Showing ruined wharf end. Also, in the distance, ledges which 
could form foundation for a breakwater to protect the cove. 

Picture No. 6: Chauncy Creek at low tide. 

Picture No. 7: Pepperrell Cove, air view, showing lack of protection. 

Picture No. 8: Eastern Yacht Club fleet in Pepperrell Cove. Disaster would 
overtake this fleet if a storm such as shown in these pictures should come up. 

Frisbee’s wharf, shown in above picture, is privately owned and maintained, 
but has been used as a town wharf for more than 100 years. It is the only wharf 
at Kittery Point. 


UnItTED States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
December 21, 1953. 
BURNELL E. FRISBEE, 
Clerk, Town of Kittery, Kittery, Maine 

Dear Mr. FRISBEE: I have today received a communication from the Regional 
Director of Small Business Administration in Boston from which I quote the 
following: 

“We have today received information from our Washington Office that our 
Acting Administrator Wendell B. Barnes has declared the Counties of York, 
Cumberland, and Sagadahoc in Maine a disaster area, and a press release is 
being sent out by our office notifying the public of this declaration.” 

“If we can be of assistance to any of the people in this area who were affected 
by the storm, I trust you will have them contact our office for advice on disaster 
loans at the earliest opportunity.” 

Sincerely yours, 
MarGARET CHASE SMITH, U. S. S. 
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ESCAMBIA RIVER, FLA.—RESOLUTION 583 


Mr. Biatnix. Mr. Winslett, from Congressman Sikes’ office, is here 
on Resolution 582, Escambia River, Fla., a review study of survey 
scope at an estimated cost of $7,000. 

Colonel ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, may I be excused ? 

Mr. Buatnix. Yes, Colonel. 

Mr. Hutu. I want to compliment the witness on the testimony he 
has given. 

Mr. Buatnix. Referring to Colonel Allen ? 

Mr. Huu. Yes,sir. I want to compliment you on your fine presenta- 
tion, Colonel Allen. 

Colonel Atten. I should like to say one thing which I am sure Mr. 
Brennan will touch upon. 

You will notice a number of the resolutions which this committee 
is considering this morning are on the Great Lakes. They are resolu- 
tions which have been introduced as a result or in anticipation of 
favorable action on the Great Lakes connecting channel at the port 
which is before this committee. 

It has not yet been heard nor has it been authorized, but they are 
resolutions which will become necessary and desirable if the Great 
Lakes connecting channels report is authorized providing for in- 
creased connecting channel depths. Many of these reports will con- 
sider the advisability or desirability of improving Great Lakes har- 
bors in order to take full advantage of the Great Lakes connecting 
channel depths if authorized and constructed. 

Work on these surveys, however, would not be initiated if the Great 
Lakes connecting channels report is not approved by the Congress this 
session. 

They are anticipatory resolutions calling for the Chief of Engi- 
neers to investigate now the desirability of improvement of other 
Great Lakes harbors in order to take advantage of the additional 
Great Lakes depths. 

Mr. Biarnrx. That is a very important point and the Chair will 
raise that in executive session. 

We will ask the corps for further detailed statements as to their 
recommendations on those projects. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Wolverton, of New Jersey, asked that if 580 
came up he would desire to submit a statement. 

Mr. Buarnik. I believe he has a representative here who will be 
heard next. 

Now we have Mr. Winslett, from Mr. Sikes’ office. 


STATEMENT OF MERRILL WINSLETT, SECRETARY TO 
CONGRESSMAN ROBERT F. SIKES 


Mr. Winstetr. I am grateful for the privilege of your letting me 

testify for Mr. Sikes briefly on this resolution. 

Since the controlling document on the Escambia River was formu- 
lated by the Corps of “Engineers there have been vast changes in the 
industrial picture on this river. 

The original document was to facilitate movement of timber, but 
when that cut was completed the project was more or less abandoned 
and nothing done on it for a number of years. 
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In recent years the Chemstrand Corp. established a huge plant on 
this river. It is the largest single industry in Florida, employing 
about 4,000 people. 

In addition, the Gulf Power Co. built a large plant there. The 
Chemstrand Chemical Co. has a large plant there, St. Regis Paper 
Co. has a dock down there for petroleum import. 

All of this presents quite a different industrial picture from what 
the original project was designed for. 

In addition, the Chemstrand Corp., in order to facilitate its opera- 
tion, has dredged a channel for its own private use to a depth of 10 
feet. That is not all that is required. ' 

Mr. Sikes’ request for reexamination of the port was for the purpose 
of seeing if certain modifications could be made and the Government 
accept maintenance of the channel which already has been dug. 

Without burdening you further, if I may I will leave some state- 
ments here which have been submitted by proponents of the review. 

Mr. Buatnix. You are asking to have the statements included in 
the record ? 

Mr. Winstett. Yes. 

Mr. Buiatrnrk. Without objection so ordered. 

(The statements referred to are as follows :) 


STATE OF FLorIDA, 
Escambia County: 

Before me the undersigned authority in and for said county and State, per- 
sonally appeared Willard E. Hahn, who, being first duly sworn, deposes and 
says that he is vice president of the St. Regis Paper Co., located at Pensacola, Fla. 

Affiant avers on information and belief that the following statements are 
true and correct. 

Affiant avers that the nylon plant of the Chemstrand Corp. is located on the 
Escambia River approximately 744 miles above the mouth of said river. In 
acquiring the plant site, the company specifically located on what it believed 
to be navigable waters in order to insure itself of the availability of water trans- 
portation. The Chemstrand Corp. has the largest investment in any single plant 
which has been constricted within the State of Florida to date. The company 
uses large quantities cf cyclohexane in the production of nylon and this com- 
modity is being transported from the oil-producing States by barge to the barge 
landing at its plant. 

The United Gas Corp. has extended its pipeline to serve Chemstrand, but pro- 
vision has been made for the immediate conversion to oil in the event of failure 
or curtailment of gas as a fuel. Storage tanks have been constructed for the 
storage of this oil. 

Affiant further states that between the Chemstrand Corp. and the mouth of 
the river, the Gulf Power Co. operates a large central power station which 
serves the area in and around Pensacola and affiant alleges that said power- 
generating plant during the war utilized oil as a fuel and transported same by 
barge to its plant from the Southwestern oil-producing States. With the exten- 
sion of the United Gas Corp.’s pipeline, the use of oil was discontinued as a fuel 
for economical reasons as natural gas at the present time is more economical 
than oil. Said plan has oil-storage facilities for use in the event of failure or 
curtailment of gas supply. 

Affiant avers that St. Regis Paper Co., which operates a tremendous pulp 
and paper mill at Cantonment, Fla., has acquired land for the construction of 
a barge landing located approximately 5 miles from its plant, immediately above 
and adjoining the Chemstrand and property. St. Regis Paper Co. at this time 
utilizes natural gas as a fuel for economical reasons, but has storage tanks for oil 
which it would use in the event of failure or curtailment of natural gas, and would 
expect in the event of the use of oil that it be transported up the Escambia 
River to its barge landing. 

There is presently being erected in this area above-mentioned a large plant 
for the manufacture of ammonia by United Gas Corp., and affiant avers that he 
has been informed that this installation will have need of river facilities, and 
most particularly in the event of a national emergency. 
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The area wherein the above-mentioned plants are located is a natural indus- 
trial location and is attractive to industry because of the presence of the river, 
water supply available in manufacturing processes, and river transportation, 
and in the opinion of the affiant will even become more so in the event that 
the river is kept navigable for barging purposes. 

The Chemstrand Corp. has been issued a certificate of necessity by the DPA 
which recognizes the essentiality of this establishment for defense purposes. St. 
Regis Paper Co. has also been granted a certificate of necessity by the DPA for 
its last constructed pulp and paper mill which recognizes its essentiality for 
defense purposes. Affiant further alleges that the first pulp and paper mill of St. 
Regis was constructed at Contonment and a certificate of necessity was issued 
therefor during World War II and the second plant was actually constructed 
by the Defense Plant Corporation because of an acute shortage of ammunition 
container board. 

Affiant says that in his opinion the power generating plant of the Gulf Power 
Co. is most essential for defense purposes, particularly by reason of the essen- 
tial industries which it serves and the large naval and air installation of the 
area. 

Affiant alleges further that it can reasonably be anticipated that in the event 
of a national emergency, that a shortage of natural gas will develop, primarily 
because same will be diverted to other uses, and in such event the essential 
defense plants could bé operated only by using oil or coal as fuel. A shortage of 
tank cars would immediately occur and experience dictates that the same would 
be requisitioned for transportation of supplies immediately required for the 
military forces. The same situation would result with respect to cars transport- 
ing coal, and the railroads of America could not satisfactorily and adequately 
serve all the plants now using natural gas and oil with the rail cars that would 
be available. Therefore, it is logical to state that the intercoastal waterways 
and river would of necessity be utilized for transportation of essential raw 
materials and fuels, thereby releasing many thousands of rail cars vitally 
needed for other purposes. 

Upon examination of the requirements of the plants hereinabove mentioned 
in the immediate area of the Escambia River, discloses that a tremendous num- 
ber of rail cars could be released for other purposes in time of national emer- 
gency if barge transportation can be utilized for the movement of products. 

Affiant alleges that in the event Gulf Power Co. should be required to utilize oil 
or coal for fuel, it would require 52 million gallons of fuel oil or 52,000 tank 
carloads, or 120 bargeloads per year. 

The Chemstrand Corp. is now shipping to its plant by river transportation 
18 million gallons of cyclohexane or 18,000 railroad tank carloads or 53 barge- 
loads annually, and in addition thereto is shipping approximately 2 million gal- 
lons of fuel oil. The tonnage now being shipped is approximately 50,000 tons 
annually and it is anticipated that this tonnage will increase, because at the 
present time Chemstrand is in the process of increasing the size and capacity of 
its plant. Should the Chemstrand Corp. be required to convert to the use of oil 
for fuel, it would require approximately 52 million gallons or 52,000 railroad 
tank carloads, or 120 bargeloads per annum. The plant has been constructed 
so that it can be converted to coal i#f gas or oil is not available, with the addition 
of some equipment, and such coal could be transported by barge from the Bir- 
mingham area to the plant site. In such event, it would require approximately 
130 to 150 bargeloads annually. 

Affiant states that in the event St. Regis Paper Co. should be required to use 
oil as fuel, it would require approximately 35 million gallons, or 3,500 railroad 
tank carloads or 83 bargeloads, and in the event St. Regis should be required 
to convert to the use of coal, which would require modification of its plant 
facilities, it would use 180,000 tons or 90 barges per year, and in the event of 
scarcity of railroad cars, water transportation would be utilized in its pulpwood 
transportation. 

In the year 1953, the Chemstrand Corp. at its expense did dredge a channel 
to a minimum depth of 10 feet and 100 feet wide to its plant site on the Escambia 
River, and as has been previously stated now is transporting 50,000 tons of raw 
materials to its plant annually and anticipates a material increase of tonnage 
within a reasonably short period of time. 

During December 1954, the tug Dianne and the barge Chem II required 87 
hours to travel a distance of 34% miles in the lower part of the river. Said 
barge was dragging bottom continuously and went aground at the mouth of the 
river, this being evidence that the river needs immediate attention for mainte- 
nance of channel depth and channel marker purposes. 
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On September 25 and 26, 1953, which was the date of Hurricane Florence, the 
following-named vessels entered the Escambia River seeking safety from the 
forces of the hurricane: 


Warren Fish Co.: 
American Eagle, draft 9 feet, length 65 feet. 
J. H. Pierpont, draft 6 feet, length 55 feet. 
William Hayes, draft 12 feet, length 75 feet. 
Clara B. Taylor, draft 6 feet, length 55 feet. 
Guido Zacchine (commercial fishing) : 
Providence ITI, draft 8 feet, length 110 feet. 
Walker Pace Boats (party fishing) : 
Gulf Breeze, length 65 feet. 
Gulf Stream, length 65 feet. 
Not identified, length 65 feet approximately. 
Private boats: 
Chanticeleer, length 100 feet approximately. 
Five Fins, length 60 feet approximately. 
In addition, 10 other yachts and 5 commercial shrimp boats. 


The only boat stranded which can now be identified was the William Hayes, 
owned by the Warren Fish Co. This ran aground at a sharp bend in the channel 
approximately one-quarter mile south of the mouth of the river. It was not 
freed until the afternoon of September 27. 

Prior to the dredging of the Escambia River Channel by the .Chemstrand 
Corp., it was necessary for the smaller of the above-named vessels and scores 
of others not named to seek safety in the Inter-coastal Canal approximately 60 
miles east of Pensacola or in the canal approximately 25 miles west, and the 
larger vessels were dispatched to the Alabama River above Mobile, Ala., which 
is a distance of approximately 100 miles. Affiant is informed that there is no 
safe harbor for the fishing fleet of Pensacola less than 100 m ies distance, with 
the exception of areas within the Intercoastal Canal which can accommodate 
the smaller vessels. 

Affiant states that in his opinion the maintenance of said channel to a minimum 
depth of 10 feet is a definite and urgent need to the shipping incaustry, industrial 
plants of the area, the fishing fleet and the pleasure yachts located at Pensacola, 
and that said maintenance is of such wide use and need and so connected with 
national defense that it should be maintained by an agency of the Federal 
Government as an aid to navigation. 

WILLARD E. HAHN, Affiant. 


Sworn to and subscribed before me this 9th day of March 1955. 


[SEAL] CLINTON V. VALANZANO, 
Notary Public. 


STATE OF FLORIDA, 
County of Escambia: 


Whereas the Escambia Bay and Escambia River and adjacent areas thereto 
have become and are rapidly becoming an industrial area ; and 

Whereas there is now located thereon the Gulf Power Co. plant, the Chemstrand 
Corp. plant, and adjacent thereto will be constructed in the near future a plant 
of the United Gas Corp.; and 

Whereas the Chemstrand Corp. has dredged a channel to the depth in excess of 
10 feet from approximately 1 mile south of Gulf Point to the location of its plant 
for the purpose of river freight transportation ; and 

Whereas there are innumerable numbers of commercial fishing vessels and 
private yachts operating out of Pensacola, Fla., which in times past have by 
necessity, during the time of storms, found safety at either a point in the Inter- 
coastal Canal approximately 60 miles east, or at a second point in the Canal 
25 miles west, that the maintenance of the channel dredged by the Chemstrand 
Corp. is imperative for the safety of the fishing fleet and private yachts located 
at Pensacola, Fla.; and 

Whereas we believe that the maintenance of a channel up the Escambia River 
is essential to national defense, the expeditious handling of freight, and the safety 
of vessels during the time of storms, we, in session assembled, have passed the 
following resolution : Now, therefore, be it 

ResoWwed, That the Kiwanis Club of Warrington, Fla., does hereby respectfully 
and earnestly urge the passage of national legislation by the Congress of the 
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United States to enable the proper governmental agency to maintain the existing 
channel up the Escambia River to a point known as Upper Bluff, which is approxi- 
mately 8 miles from the mouth of said river ; be it further 
Resolved, That the Honorable Spessard L. Holland and the Honorable George 
Smathers, Senators from the State of Florida, and the Honorable Bob Sikes, 
Congressman from the Third District of Florida, be informed of the interest of 
the Kiwanis Club of Warrington, Fla., in the maintenance of the Escambia River 
channel and that they be respectfully urged and requested to lend their support to 
the passage of the necessary legislation to enable the proper governmental agency 
to maintain a channel as aforementioned to a minimum depth of 10 feet for the 
purpose of river navigation ; be it further 
Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to each of the above- 
named Senators and Congressman; be it further 
Resolved, That the above-named Senators and Congressman be commended for 
their efforts heretofore expended on said project. 
Dated this — day of ————, 1955. 
, President. 
Attest: 
, Secretary. 


STATE OF FLORIDA, 
Escambia County: 


Before me, the undersigned authority in and for said county and State, this 
day personally appeared J. McHenry Jones, who by me first being duly sworn, 
deposes and says that he is an attorney by profession and a resident of Pensa- 
cola, Fla., and that he is owner and operator of the yacht Sea Lark, length 62 
feet 10 inches, draft 4 feet 6 inches, and that he is familiar with the harbor 
and that he has owned and operated said boat for a period of 7 years in the 
Pensacola area. 

Affiant states that during the time of storm that there is no suitable harbor 
at Pensacola to prevent damage or loss to the boats and vessels located at 
Pensacola, that it has heretofore been necessary for the boats to be moved 
to a place of safety either in the intercoastal canal approximately 60 miles 
east, Or approximately 25 miles west of Pensacola, and that the larger boats 
located at Pensacola of necessity have sought safety in the Alabama River 
above Mobile, Ala., a distance of approximately 100 miles, that from his know]l- 
edge of boats it is hazardous to move same under storm conditions, that the 
rapid shifting of directions of storms makes for a potential hazardous situation 
in seeking safety from storm conditions. 

Affiant alleges that there are many fishing vessels, party charter boats, shrimp 
boats, and private yachts at Pensacola, all of which are required to move the 
vessels to a place of safety as hereinabove described. The affiant alleges further 
that the Chemstrand Corp. did dredge the Escambia River making the channel 
of a minimum depth of 10 feet approximately 61% miles above the mouth of the 
river and that said river can be used as a harbor of safety for the many 
vessels located at Pensacola during storm periods. 

The affiant alleges further that there are several industrial plants adjacent to 
the river, namely the Chemstrand Corp., Gulf Power Co., and the St. Regis 
Paper Co., that there is presently being erected a large plant of United States 
Gas Corp., and that to his knowledge the river is being used as a means of trans- 
portation for materials to the Chemstrand Corp. and probably others. 

Affiant further alleges that the maintenance of said channel to a depth of 
10 feet is a definite need to the shipping industry and pleasure yachts at Pensa- 
cola and that said maintenance is of such wide use and of such need to a 
large number of vessels that it should be maintained by an agency of the Federal 
Government as an aid to navigation. 

J. McHENRY Jones, Affiant. 

Sworn to and subscribed before me this 9th day of March 1955. 


[SEAL] CLINTON V. VALANZANO, Notary Public. 


STATE or LOUISIANA, 
Parish of Caddo: 
Before me the undersigned, a notary public in and for Caddo Parish, La., on 


this day personally appeared M. A. Abernathy, who, being by me duly sworn 
upon oath, says: 
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I, M. A. Abernathy, am president of Escambia Bay Chemical Corp. Escambia 
Bay Chemical Corp. is presently engaged in the construction of a chemical plant 
on a site owned by said corporation which is located in sections 15 and 31, town- 
ship 1 north, range 29 west, Santa Rosa County, Fla. This site is on Bscambia 
Bay at a point on said bay approximately 24% miles from the present barge 
channel which traverses Escambia Bay and terminates in Escambia River. 
One of the prime requisites of selecting our plant location was water transporta- 
tion. This plant was, therefore, located on the present site near waters which 
we believed to be navigable waters and on the assumption that the channel in 
Escambia Bay would be maintained and available at all times for our use. 

The products which we contemplate receiving by water transportation are 
phosphate rock from Tampa Bay and other supplies and equipment which 
could be transported via water transportation. We plan to ship, via water 
transportation, fertilizers, anhydrous ammonia, aqua ammonia, nitric acid, 
and other products which will be made in future additions to our chemical plant. 

The area in which Escambia Bay Chemical Corp.’s plant is located is an in- 
dustrial area which now includes the plant of the Chemstrand Corp., manu- 
facturer of nylon, and the St. Regis Paper Co. plant, manufacturer of various 
types of paper products from wood pulp. While we know of no present definite 
plans of any other industry to locate in this immediate vicinity, it is quite likely, 
due to the industrialization of this area, that other industrial plants will locate 
on Escambia Bay. 

The utilization of water transportation for shipment and receipt of products 
from Escambia Bay Chemical Corp.’s chemical plant would greatly facilitate 
our operations. In addition, the availability of both water and rail transporta- 
tion would also insure the delivery of the maximum quantities of products manu- 
factured in our plant, which products would, no doubt, in time of war aid 
greatly in our national defense program. 

In view of the foregoing, it is my opinion that the maintenance of the channel 
through Escambia Bay and Escambia River to a minimum depth of 10 feet is a 
definite and urgent need to the proper industrialization of the Escambia Bay 
area and, further, that because of the material contribution of the plants located 
in such area will make to the national defense program in time of war or other 
emergency that such channel should be maintained by an agency of the Federal 
Government as an aid to navigation. 

M,. A. ABERNATHY. 


Subscribed and sworn to before me by the said M. A. Abernathy this 15th 
day of April 1955, to certify which witness my hand and seal of office. My com- 
mission is for life. 

[SEAL] Rat S. MELToN, 

Notary Public in and for Caddo Parish, La. 


STATE OF FLORIDA, 
County of Escambia: 

Whereas the Escambia Bay and Escambia River and adjacent areas thereto 
have become and are rapidly becoming an industrial area; and 

Wheres there is now located thereon the Guif Power Co. plant, the Chem- 
strand Corp. plant, and adjacent thereto will be constructed in the near future 
a plant of the United Gas Corp.; and 

Whereas the Chemstrand Corp. has dredged a channel to the depth in excess 
of 10 feet from approximately 1 mile south of Gull Point to the location of its 
plant for the purpose of river freight transportation; and 

Whereas there are innumerable numbers of commercial fishing vessels and 
private yachts operating out of Pensacola, Fla., which in times past have by 
necessity, during the time of storms, found safety at either a point in the Inter- 
Coastal Canal approximately 60 miles east, or at a second point in the canal 
25 miles west, that the maintenance of the channel dredged by the Chemstrand 
Corp. is imperative for the safety of the fishing fleet and private yachts located 
at Pensacola, Fla.; and 

Whereas we believe that the maintenance of a channel up the Escambia 
River is essential to national defense, the expeditious handling of freight, and 
the safety of vessels during the time of storms, we, in session assembled, have 
passed the following resolution: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Civitan Club of Warrington, Fla., does hereby respectfully 
and earnestly urge the passage of national legislation by the Congress of the 
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United States to enable the proper governmental agency to maintain the 
existing channel up the Escambia River to a point known as Upper Bluff, 
which is approximately 8 miles from the mouth of said river; be it further 

Resolved, That the Honorable Spessard L. Holland and the Honorable George 
Smathers, Senators from the State of Florida, and the Honorable Bob Sikes, 
Congressman of the Third District of Florida, be informed of the interest of 
this club in the maintenance of the Escambia River channel and that they be 
respectfully urged and requested to lend their support to the passage of the 
necessary legislation to enable the proper governmental agency to maintain 
a channel as aforementioned to a minimum depth of 10 feet for the purpose 
of river navigation ; be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to each of the above- 
named Senators and Congressman ; be it further 

Resolwed, That the above-named Senators and Congressman be commended 
for their efforts heretofore expended on said project. 

Dated this 22d day of February 1955. 
PAavuL HAwKIN, President. 
Attest: 


W. S. Yates, Secretary. 


STATE oF TEXAS, 
County of Harris: 


This day personally appeared before me the undersigned authority in and for 
said county and State, R. W. Naye, who first being duly sworn, deposes and says 
that he is an assistant to the vice president of Commercial Petroleum & Trans- 
port Co., of Houston, Tex., and as such officer of said company he has personal 
knowledge of the facts herein alleged. 

Affiant avers that on the 22d day of July 1953, the Commercial Petroleum & 
Transport Co., a corporation, entered into a contract with the Chemstrand Corp. 
for the transportation of raw materials from the Houston, Tex., area to the 
plant of the Chemstrand Corp. by water transportation. That said plant of the 
Chemstrand Corp. is located on the Escambia River in Florida, approximately 
7% miles from the mouth of said river and that the Commercial Petroleum & 
Transport Co. has contracted to haul 44,000 tons annually of cyclohexane from 
Houston to the plant site of the Chemstrand Corp., all of which is now being 
transported by water, and in addition thereto has contracted to haul approxi- 
mately 5,000 tons per year of fuel oil. Said contract has been in effect since 
November 1, 1953, and will continue until October 31, 1956, and from year to 
year thereafter, unless and until the same is terminated by either party by 
giving to the other party written notice of termination not less than 6 months 
prior to the date of termination. 

Affiant alleges further that there is an immediate need for maintenance dredg- 
ing and additional channel markers in order that tows may navigate said river 
safely. 

Affiant alleges further that to his knowledge there is no harbor of safety dur- 
ing the time of storms for vessels nearer than the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway 
some 25 miles across Escambia and Pensacola Bays from the mouth of the 
Escambia River. 

It is the opinion of the affiant, based upon his knowledge of the towboat in- 
dustry, that maintenance is necessary to maintain a channel of 10 feet depth in 
the Escambia River and that it is his further opinion that due to the amount of 
tonnage, the location of several plants along the Escambia River and the location 
of a large fleet of shipping vessels at Pensacola, that this is a project that 
should be maintained by the Corps of Engineers of the United States Army as 
an aid to navigation. 

R. W. Nays, Affiant. 


Sworn to and subscribed before me this 28th day of February 1955. 
[SEAL] Joyce Kine, Notary Public. 


STATE OF FLORIDA, 
County of Escambia: 


Whereas the Escambia Bay and Escambia River and adjacent areas thereto 
have become and are rapidly becoming an industrial area; and 
Whereas there is now located thereon the Gulf Power Co. plant, the Chem- 


strand Corp. plant, and adjacent thereto will be constructed in the near future 
a plant of the United Gas Corp.; and 
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Whereas the Chemstrand Corp. has dredged a channel to the depth in excess 
of 10 feet from approximately 1 mile south of Gull Point to the location of its 
plant for the purpose of river freight transportation; and 

Whereas there are innumerable numbers of commercial fishing vessels and pri- 
vate yachts operating out of Pensacola, Fla., which in times past have by neces- 
sity, during the time of storms, found safety at either a point in the intercoastal 
canal approximately 60 miles east, or at a second point in the canal 25 miles 
west, that the maintenance of the channel dredged by the Chemstrand Corp. 
is imperative for the safety of the fishing fleet and private yachts located at 
Pensacola, Fla.; and 

Whereas we believe that the maintenance of a channel up the Escambia River 
is essential to national defense, the expeditious handling of freight, and the 
safety of vessels during the time of storms, we, in session assembled, have passed 
the following resolution: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the East Pensacola Heights Lions Club of Pensacola, Fila., does 
hereby respectfully and earnestly urge the passage of national legislation by the 
Congress of the United States to enable the proper governmental agency to main- 
tain the existing channel up the Escambia River to a point known as Upper Bluff, 
which is approximately 8 miles from the mouth of said river; be it further 

Resolved, That Hon. Spessard L. Holland and Hon. George Smathers, Sen- 
ators from the State of Florida, and Hon. Bob Sikes, Congressman from the 
Third District of Florida, be informed of the interest of this club in the mainte- 
nance of the Escambia River channel and that they be respectfully urged and 
requested to lend their support to the passage of the necessary legislation to 
enable the proper governmental agency to maintain a channel as aforementioned 
to a minimum depth of 10 feet for the purpose of river navigation; be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to each of the above- 
named Senators and Congressman; be it further 

Resolved, That the above-named Senators and Congressman be commended 
for their efforts heretofore expended on said project. 

Dated this 22d day of February 1955. 

H. K. Smith, President. 

Attest : 

F. A, Gotay, Secretary. 


STATE OF FLORIDA, 
County of Escambia: 

Whereas the Escambia Bay and Escambia River and adjacent areas thereto 
have become and are rapidly becoming an industrial area ; and 

Whereas there is now located thereon the Gulf Power Co, plant, the Chemstrand 
Corp. plant, and adjacent thereto will be constructed in the near future a plant 
of the United Gas Corp. ; and 

Whereas the Chemstrand Corp. has dredged a channel to the depth in excess 
of 10 feet from approximately 1 mile south of Gull Point to the location of its 
plant for the purpose of river freight transportation ; and 

Whereas there are innumerable numbers of commercial fishing vessels and 
private yachts operating out of Pensacola, Fla., which in times past have by 
necessity, during the time of storms, found safety at either a point in the inter- 
coastal canal approximately 60 miles east, or at a second point in the canal 25 
miles west, that the maintenance of the channel dreged by the Chemstrand Corp. 
is imperative for the safety of the fishing fleet and private yachts located at 
Pensacola, Fla.; and 

Whereas we believe that the maintenance of a channel up the Escambia River 
is essential to national defense, the expeditious handling of freight, and the safety 
of vessels during the time of storms, we, in session assembled, have passed the 
following resolution: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Pensacola Civitan Club of Pensacola, Fla., does hereby 
respectfully and earnestly urge the passage of national legislation by the Con- 
gress of the United States to enable the proper governmental agency to maintain 
the existing channel up the Escambia River to a point known as Upper Bluff, 
which is approximately 8 miles from the mouth of said river; be it further 

Resolved, That Hon. Spessard L. Holland and Hon. George Smathers, Senators 
from the State of Florida, and Hon. Bob Sikes, Congressman from the Third 
District of Florida, be informed of the interest of this club in the maintenance 
of the Escambia River channel and that they be respectfully urged and re- 
quested to lend their support to the passage of the necessary legislation to enable 
the proper governmental agency to maintain a channel as aforementioned to a 
minimum depth of 10 feet for the purpose of river navigation; be it further 
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Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to each of the above- 
named Senators and Congressman ; be it further 

Resolved, That the above-named Senators and Congressman be commended for 
their efforts heretofore expended on said project. 

Dated this 23d day of February 1955. 


S. G. Fawcett, President. 
Attest: 
B. S. Hurptow, Secretary. 


STATE OF FLORIDA, 
Escambia County: 

Before me the undersigned authority this day personally appeared Guido 
Zacchine, who by me first being duly sworn, deposes and says that he is in the 
commercial fishing business at Pensacola, Fla., and that he operates a com- 
mercial fleet of fishing vessels. That during Hurricane Florence on September 
25 and 26, 1953, he did dispatch the hereinafter-named vessel into Escambia 
River as a haven of safety. 

That the Chemstrand Corp. did dredge a channel in excess of 10 feet ap- 
proximately 61% miles from the mouth of the Escambia River to its plant. 
Subsequently thereto, and on September 25 and 26, 1953, during Hurricane 
Florence, said Guido Zacchine, did dispatch the following-named vessel into 
the Escambia River for safety during said storm: Providence III, draft 8 feet, 
length 110 feet. 

Affiant further states that during said above-mentioned hurricane that at least 
‘three other vessels ran aground and had the storm struck in full force, it is 
very likely that there would have been considerable damage and possible total 
loss of these stranded vessels. 

Affiant further states that prior to the said channel being dredged that it was 
necessary for the fishing vessels to seek safety in the Intercoastal Canal, ap- 
proximately 60 miles east of Pensacola, or in the canal approximately 25 miles 
west, and the larger of the vessels must seek safety in the Alabama River 
above Mobile, Ala. That during rough seas the hazard is increased in reaching 
the safety of the Intercoastal Canal. 

As storms frequently change course with very little prewarning, navigation to 
safety in the Alabama River has the potentiality of becoming an extreme 
hazard. 

There is no safe harbor for the fishing fleet of Pensacola less than 100 miles 
distance, with the exception of smaller vessels that can enter the Intercoastal 
Canal as above-mentioned. 

There are a minimum of 25 vessels needing the Escambia River as a harbor 
during storms and probably 25 other vessels, private yachts and charter fishing 
boats that are without safe anchorage during storms at Pensacola. 

Affiant further states that said channel is of*great necessity to the entire 
commercial fishing fleet, private yachts, and commercial party fishing boats 
located at Pensacola, and that there are scores of such boats needing such 
facilities during the time of storms. 

Affiant states further that in his opinion the maintenance of the Escambia 
River Channel to a minimum depth of 10 feet is of such a public nature and 
of such public use that it should be maintained by the Federal Government as 
an aid to navigation. 


Guipo ZACCHINE, Affiant. 
Sworn to and subscribed before me this 5th day of March 1955. 


[SEAL] L. M. Hott, 
Notary Public. 


STATE OF FLORIDA, 
Escambia County: 

Before me the undersigned authority in and for said county and State, per- 
sonally appeared Lansing T. Smith, Jr., who being first duly sworn, deposes and 
Says that he is general manager of the Gulf Power Co. 

Affiant avers on information and belief that the following statements are true 
and correct. 

Affiant avers that the nylon plant of the Chemstrand Corp. is located on the 
Escambia River approximately 7144 miles above the mouth of said river. In 
acquiring its plant site, the company specifically located on what it believed 
to be navigable waters in order to insure itself of the availability of water 
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transportation. The Chemstrand Corp. has the largest investment in any single 
plant which has been constructed within the State of Florida to date. The com- 
pany uses large quantities of cyclohexane in the production of nylon and this 
commodity is being transported from the oil-producing States by barge to the 
barge landing at its plant. 

The United Gas Corp. has extended its pipeline to serve Chemstrand, but 
provision has been made for the immediate conversion to oil in the event of 
failure or curtailment of gas as a fuel. Storage tanks have been constructed 
for the storage of this oil. 

Affiant further states that Gulf Power Co. is a corporation with the principal 
place of business at Pensacola, Fla., and is engaged in the generation of electric 
energy and in its distribution and sale in the northwestern portion of the 
State of Florida for industrial, commercial, and residential use. The company 
operates a steam-electric generating plant on Escambia River in Escambia County 
between the Chemstrand plant and the mouth of the river with a rated installed 
generator capacity of 75,000 kilowatts. It is expected that an additional unit 
will be installed in the future. One of the considerations in selecting this plant 
site was the availability of water transportation. 

This plant was designed for the use of either gas, oil, or coal as a fuel. It 
is at present using gas with oil standby; but it may in the future be required 
to use coal because the indications are that the continued use of gas as fuel 
for industrial plants is limited. Said plant now has oil-storage facilities for 
use in the event of a failure or curtailment of gas supply. 

The company has a long-term contract for the purchase of coal from fields in 
Alabama which will be available for use at this plant. Under such conditions 
the coal will be transported by barge down the Warrior River to Mobile and 
through the Intercoastal Canal and Pensacola and Escambia Bays to its plant 
on Escambia River. This transportation would necessarily pass through the 
lower section of Escambia River. 

The area wherein the above-mentioned plants are located is a natural industrial 
location and is attractive to industry because of the presence of the river, water 
supply available in manufacturing processes, and river transportation, and in 
the opinion of the affiant will even become more so in the event that the river 
is kept navigable for barging purposes. 

Affiant says that in his opinion the power-generating plant of the Gulf Power 
Co. is essential for defense purposes, particularly by reason of the essential 
industries and the large naval and Air Force installation which it serves in the 
area. 

Affiant alleges further that it can reasonably be anticipated that in the event 
of a national emergency, that a shortage of natural gas might develop, primarily 
because available gas might be diverted to other uses, and in such event the 
essential defense plants could be operated only by using oil or coal as fuel. A 
shortage of tank cars would immediately result and experience indicates that 
such cars would be requisitioned for transportation of supplies immediately 
required for the military purposes. The same situation would result with respect 
to cars transporting coal, and the railroads of America could not satisfactorily 
and adequately serve all the plants now using natural gas and oil with the rail 
cars that would be available. Therefore, it is logical to think that the Inter- 
coastal Waterways and Escambia River would of necessity be utilized for trans- 
poration of essential raw materials and fuels, thereby releasing many thousands 
of rail cars vitally needed for other purposes. 

An examination of the requirements of the plants in the immediate area 
of the Escambia River discloses that a great number of rail cars could be 
released for other purposes in time of national emergency if barge transporta- 
tion can be utilized for the movement of products. 

Affiant alleges that Gulf Power Co. now uses fuel oil for emergency purposes 
amounting to 30,000 barrels or 5 barge loads annually. In the event the com- 
pany should convert the plant to the use of coal, the presently installed generat- 
ing units will require 180,000 tons or 90 barge loads of coal annually and if an 
additional unit is installed 220,000 tons or 110 barge loads will be required 
annually. 

In the year 1953, the Chemstrand Corp. at its expense dredged a channel to 
a minimum depth of 10 feet and 100 feet wide to its plant site on the Escambia 
River, and now is transporting raw materials to its plant and anticipates a 
material increase of tonnage within a reasonably short period of time. 
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Affiant states that in his opinion the maintenance of said channel to a mini- 
mum depth of 10 feet is a definite and urgent need to the industrial plants 
of the area, and that said channel is so necessary and the need for the channel 
so connected with national defense that it should be maintained by an agency 
of the Federal Government as an aid to navigation. 

Lansine T. SmitTH, Jr., Affiant. 


Sworn to and subscribed before me this 2d day of March 1955. 


[SEAL] J. S. HayYEs, 
Notary Public, State of Florida at Large. 


My commission expires on October 3, 1956. 


STATE OF FLORIDA, 
County of Escambia: 


Whereas the Escambia Bay and Escambia River and adjacent areas thereto 
have become and are rapidly becoming an industrial area; and 

Whereas there is now located thereon the Gulf Power Co. plant, the Chem- 
strand Corp. plant, and adjacent thereto will be constructed in the near future 
u plant of the United Gas Corp.; and 

Whereas the Chemstrand Corp. has dredged a channel to the depth in excess 
of 10 feet from approximately 1 mile south of Gull Point to the location of its 
plant for the purpose of river freight transportation ; and 

Whereas there are innumerable numbers of commercial fishing vessels and 
private yachts operating out of Pensacola, Fla., which in times past have by ne- 
cessity, during the time of storms, found safety at either a point in the Inter- 
coastal Canal approximately 60 miles east, or at a second point in the canal 25 
miles west, that the maintenance of the channel dredged by the Chemstrand 
Corp. is imperative for the safety of the fishing fleet and private yachts located 
at Pensacola, Fla.; and 

Whereas we believe that the maintenance of a channel up the Escambia River 
is essential to national defense, the expeditious handling of freight and the 
safety of vessels during the time of storms, we, in session assembled, have passed 
the following resolution: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Zonta of Pensacola, Fla., does hereby respectfully and ear- 
nestly urge the passage of national legislation by the Congress of the United 
States to enable the proper governmental agency to maintain the existing channel 
up the Escambia River to a point known as Upper Bluff, which is approximately 
8 miles from the mouth of said river; be it further 

Resolved, That the Honorable Spessard L. Holland and the Honorable George 
Smathers, Senators from the State of Florida, and the Honorable Bob Sikes, 
Congressman from the Third District of Florida, be informed of the interest of 
this club in the maintenance of the Escambia River channel and that they be 
respectfully urged and requested to lend their support to the passage of the neces- 
sary legislation to enable the proper governmental agency to maintain a channel 
as aforementioned to a minimum depth of 10 feet for the purpose of river navi- 
gation; be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to each of the above- 
named Senators and Congressman; be it further 

Resolwed, That the above-named Senators and Congressman be commended for 
their efforts heretofore expended on said project. 

Dated this day of , 1953. 

Yvonne LeceEr, President. 
Attest : 


ELIZABETH J. PHELPS, Secretary. 


STATE OF FLORIDA, 
County of Escambia: 


Whereas the Escambia Bay and Escambia River and adjacent areas thereto 
have become and are rapidly becoming an industrial area; and 

Whereas there is now located thereon the Gulf Power Co. plant, the Chemstrand 
Corp. plant, and adjacent thereto will be constructed in the near future a plant 
of the United Gas Corp.; and 

Whereas the Chemstrand Corp. has dredged a channel to the depth in excess 
of 10 feet from approximately 1 mile south of Gull Point to the location of its 
plant for the purpose of river-freight transportation ; and 
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Whereas there are innumerable numbers of commercial fishing vessels and 
private yachts operating out of Pensacola, Fla., which in times past have by 
necessity, during the time of storms, found safety at either a point in the Inter- 
coastal Canal approximately 60 miles east, or at a second point in the canal 25 
miles west, that the maintenance of the channel dredged by the Chemstrand 
Corp. is imperative for the safety of the fishing fleet and private yachts located 
at Pensacola, Pla.; and 

Whereas we believe that the maintenance of a channel up the Escambia River 
is essential to national defense, the expeditious handling of freight, and the 
safety of vessels during the time of storms, we, in session assembled, have passed 
the following resolution : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Business and Professional Women’s Club of Warrington, 
Fla., does hereby respectfully and earnestly urge the passage of national legisla- 
tion by the Congress of the United States to enable the proper governmental 
agency to maintain the existing channel up the Escambia River to a point known 
as Upper Bluff, which is approximately 8 miles from the mouth of said river; 
be it further 

Resolved, That the Honorable Spessard L. Holland and the Honorable George 
Smathers, Senators from the State of Florida, and the Honorable Bob Sikes, Con- 
gressman from the Third District of Florida, be informed of the interest of the 
Business and Professional Women’s Club of Warrington, Fla., in the maintenance 
of the Escambia River Channel and that they be respectfully urged and requested 
to lend their support to the passage of the necessary legislation to enable the 
proper governmental agency to maintain a channel as aforementioned to a 
minimum depth of 10 feet for the purpose of river navigation; be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to each of the above- 
named Senators and Congressman; be it further 

Resolved, That the above-named Senators and Congressman be commended 
for their efforts heretofore expended on said project. 

Dated this 3d day of March 1955. 

MAvuDE HOoLLOWELL, President. 

Attest : 


ELEANOR T. Hupson, Secretary. 


STATE OF FLORIDA, 
County of Escambia: 

Whereas the Escambia Bay and Escambia River and adjacent areas thereto 
have become and are rapidly becoming an industrial area; and 

Whereas there is now located thereon the Gulf Power Co. plant, the Chem- 
strand Corp. plant, and adjacent thereto will be constructed in the near future 
a plant of the United States Gas Corp., and the area up and along the Escambia 
River is desirable and suited to industrial needs and developments; and 

Whereas the Chemstrand Corp. has dredged a channel to the depth in excess 
of 10 feet from approximately 1 mile south of Gull Point to the location of its 
plant for the purpose of river freight transportation ; and 

Whereas there are innumerable numbers of commercial fishing vessels and 
private yachts operating out of Pensacola, Fla., which in times past have by 
necessity, during the time of storms, found safety at either a point in the Inter- 
coastal Canal approximately 60 miles east, or at a second point in the canal 25 
miles west, that the maintenance of the channel dredged by the Chemstrand 
Corp. is imperative for the safety of the fishing fleet and private yachts located 
at Pensacola, Fla., and there also being approximately 25 fishing vessels of such 
size and draft that they cannot use the above mentioned Intercoastal Canal, but 
must seek safety during storms in the Alabama River above Mobile, Ala., approx- 
imately 100 miles from Pensacola, Fla.; and 

Whereas we believe that the maintenance of a channel up the Escambia River 
is essential to national defense, the expeditious handling of freight, and the 
safety of vessels during the time of storms, we, in session assembled, have passed 
the following resolution: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Civilian Coast Guard Auxiliary of Pensacola, Fla., does 
hereby respectfully and earnestly urge the passage of national legislation by 
the Congress of the United tates to enable the proper governmental agency to 
maintain the existing channel up the Escambia River to a point known as Upper 
Bluff, which is approximately 8 miles from the mouth of said river; be it further 

Resolved, That the Honorable Spessard L. Holland and the Honorable George 
Smathers, Senators from the State of Florida, and the Honorable Bob Sikes, 
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Congressmen from the Third District of Florida, be informed of the 
interest of the Civilian Coast Guard Auxiliary of Pensacola, Fla., in the main- 
tenance of the Escambia River Channel and that they be respectfully urged and 
requested to lend their support to the passage of the necessary legislation to 
enable the proper governmental agency to maintain a channel as aforementioned 
to a minimum depth of 10 feet for the purpose of river navigation ; be it further 
Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to each of the above 
named Senators and Congressmen be commended for their efforts heretofore 
expended on said project. 
Dated this — day of ————,, 1955. 
Lee SHarp, NR., 
Commander, Flot. 102, USCG Auziliary. 
Attest : 
C. A. Hotianp, Clerk. 


STATE OF FLORIDA, 
County of Escambia: 


Whereas the Escambia Bay and Escambia River and adjacent areas thereto 
have become and are rapidly becoming an industrial area; and 

Whereas there is now located theron the Gulf Power Co. plant, the Chem- 
strand Corp. plant, and adjacent thereto will be constructed in the near future 
a plant of the Escambia Bay Chemical Co. which is owned by the United Gas 
Corp., the Electric Bond & Share Co., and the National Research Corp.; and 

Whereas the Chemstrand Corp. has dredged a channel to the depth in excess 
of 10 feet from approximately 1 mile south of Gull Point to the location of its 
plant for the purpose of river freight transportation ; and 

Whereas there are innumerable numbers of commercial fishing vessels and 
private yachts operating out of Pensacola, Fla., which in times past have by 
necessity, during the time of storms, found safety at either a point in the Intra- 
coastal Canal approximately 60 miles east, or at a second point in the canal 
25 miles west, that the maintenance of the channel dredged by the Chemstrand 
Corp. is imperative for the safety of the fishing fleet and private yachts located 
at Pensacola, Fla.: and 

Whereas we believe that the maintenance of a channel up the Escambia River 
is essential to national defense, the expeditious handling of freight, and the 
safety of vessels during the time of storms, we, in session assembled, have passed 
the following resolution: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the executive committee of the Greater Pensacola Chamber 
of Commerce of Pensacola, Fla., does hereby respectfully and earnestly urge the 
passage of national legislation by the Congress of the United States to enable 
the proper governmental agency to maintain the existing channel up the Escambia 
River to a point known as Upper Bluff, which is approximately 8 miles from 
the mouth of said river; be it further 

Resolved, That the Honorable Spessard L. Holland and the Honorable George 
Smathers, Senators from the State of Florida, and the Honorable Bob Sikes, 
Congressman from the Third District of Florida, be informed of the interest 
of the Greater Pensacola Chamber of Commerce in the maintenance of the 
Escambia River Channel and that they be respectfully urged and requested to 
lend their support to the passage of the necessary legislation to enable the 
proper governmental agency to maintain a channel as aforementioned to a 
minimum depth of 10 feet for the purpose of river navigation; be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution he forwarded to each of the above- 
named Senators and Congressman; be it further 

Resolved, That the above-named Senators and Congressman be commended 
for their efforts heretofore expended on said project. 

Dated this 22d day of February 1955. 

Henry F. Muttxexo, President. 
Attest : 
Watpo §. CARRELL, Secretary. 

Mr. Biarnikx. Mr. Brennan ? 

Mr. Brennan. I think it was summarized completely, sir. The cost 
of the report is estimated at $7,000. The Corps of Engineers recom- 
mends that the resolution be adopted. 
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DELAWARE RIVER, VICINITY, PENNSVILLE, N. J.—RESOLUTION 580 


Mr. Buatnik. Mr. Morton, in behalf of Congressman Wolverton, on 
Resolution 580, Delaware River at and near the vicinity of Pennsville, 
N. J., reviewed study of preliminary scope at an estimated cost of 
$4,000. 

Mr. Henry. I am Ernest Henry, general counsel for the owners of 
Riverview Beach Park. 

In the absence of Mr. Wolverton I would like to present Mr. Frank 
Morton, treasurer of our company, who has a few remarks to make. 

Mr. Brarnix. All right. 

Mr. Brennan, will you give us the summary of that? 

Mr. Brennan. Pennsville, Salem County, N. J., is located on Dela- 
ware River 33 miles downstream of Philadelphia. There is 1 pier, 500 
feet long, used in the summer season to bring passengers from Phila- 
delphia, Chester, and Wilmington to a nearby amusement park. The 
deepwater 40-foot channel of the Federal project for the Delaware 
River is at midstream at this locality, about 3,000 feet offshore of the 
pier at Pennsville. 

There is no Federal project for access waterway from the Pennsville 
pier. 

The natural depths in the intervening water areas have been suffi- 
cient in the past to accommodate the 12-foot draft excursion vessel 
using the pier. 

The local interests report that shoaling of the approach channels 
may force discontinuance of their operation in the near future. 

Local interests have felt that the Pennsville training dike is partly 
the cause of a shoaling off the Pennsville shore. 

In view of the shoaling and the fact that the excursion line traffic has 
been blocked, it appears that a preliminary examination report is justi- 
fied. Estimated cost of such a report is $4,000. 

The cost of the survey cannot be given at this time. It will depend 
on the findings in the preliminary examination report. 

The Corps ‘of E ngineers recommends adoption of the resolution. 

Mr. Buarnix. Thank you very much. 

Any questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Buarnix. We will be glad to have your statement, Mr. Morton. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK MORTON, TREASURER, RIVERVIEW 
BEACH PARK 


Mr. Morton. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity of being 
here. The Corps of Engineers has very well covered our viewpoint. 

The park was established in 1922. The boat started running then. 
Within the past 2 or 3 years they have run into this shoaling condi- 
tion and they have been unsuccessful in getting to our pier. 

We are dependent on the Philadelphia trade as we are the only 
amusement park located on the banks of the Delaware. Without this 
boat running to our park we feel we will have to close our park shortly. 

That covers the situation. We have to have the boat to get to our 
pier. 

Mr. Buatntx. Thank you very much. 








116 FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 


Any questions? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Briarnix. The Chair has this announcement to make to the 
committee. 

It was hoped we would have been able to go into executive session 
at the close of these brief presentations. A little more time was used 
than anticipated on the Lake Texoma Bridge, a very important proj- 
ect. We shall go into more detail on that in executive session. 

If there is no objection the Chair suggests that at the first oppor- 
tunity we consider all of these items in the executive session with the 
Corps of Engineers giving us any further information which may be 
required. 

Mr. Gentry. In the event I should happen to be absent at that time, 
Mr. Chairman, I understand that Congressman Kilgore called back. 

He states that after this hearing this morning he talked with the 
civilian representative of the corps and learned of another recom- 
mendation by the corps which the Roane has incorporated in its report 
to the effect that this land be reconveyed at a fair market price. 

He wants perhaps to be heard on that. That is a new recommenda- 
tion so it will be necessary to hear him. 

Mr. Biatnik. On this same bill? 

Mr. Gentry. Yes. 

Mr. Biarnik. Do you know if that amendment was adopted by the 
Senate / 

Mr. Gentry. I do not. 

Mr. Brarnik. I understand this is a new recommendation ? 

Mr. Gentry. Yes. I wanted that to be considered because it is 
very important, 

Mr. Buatnix. We certainly will consider that. 

The committee will meet at 10 o’clock Wednesday morning at the 
request of the chairman of the whole committee to begin hearings 
on Niagara power. 

We do not expect lengthy hearings. The subject has been covered 
in some detail and we are hopeful we can conclude in two morning 
sessions, that is Wednesday and Thursday, and if there is any carry- 
over we will continue on Friday. 

Wherever possible we would like not to proceed beyond 12 o’clock. 
—— there is extraordinary circumstance we would like to conclude 
yy 12. 


STATEMENT OF N. R. DANIELIAN, PRESIDENT, GREAT LAKES- 
ST. LAWRENCE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Danrevian. I am president of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence 
Association. 

I concur with what Colonel Allen said about the timetable on the 
Great Lakes surveys, namely, that those that require deepening of 
harbors will follow the authorization of the connecting channels. 

However, I think it should be made very clear that among those 
resolutions there may be some, and I know at least of one of which this 
is true, where the survey requires work that has no relationship what- 
soever to deepening of channels. It is the ordinary kind of improve- 
ment authorized all the time for other harbors all over the country. 
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I hope that that limitation concerning the succession in time to 
the connecting channels authorization will not hold up those other 
projects which are not related to deepening of the channels but which 
involve deepening of harbors for navigational reasons. 

Mr. Buiatnik. It is a point well taken. 

We thank you, gentlemen. 

The committee is now adjourned. 
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FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 
MISCELLANEOUS PROJECTS 


FRIDAY, JULY 8, 1955 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND HARBorsS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 


Washington, D.C. 
Hupson River CHANNEL, N. J. 


The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., in the committee room of the 
Ilouse Committee on Public Works, Hon. Brady Gentry, presiding. 

Mr. Gentry. The meeting will come to order. 

Congressman Osmers, we will hear from you first. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK C. OSMERS, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY 


Mr. Osmers. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. I 
appreciate, first, Mr. Chairman, the willingness of the committee to 
hear this very important matter. I feel somewhat at home here this 
morning. I started my congressional work many years ago at the 
lower end of the table on the old Rivers and Harbors Committee. 
That was before many of you were unfortunate enough to come to 
Congress. 

We are here this morning to discuss briefly a situation that has a 
very great economic effect upon the prosperity in the future of the 
port of New York. I happen to represent the Ninth Congressional 
District of New Jersey which on some of these maps you “will note 
has the shoreline 

Mr. Gentry. Perhaps we had better put up the map. 





Hupson River, BeLtow Grorce WASHINGTON BriIpGE 


Mr. Osmers. The area I will discuss is that portion of the Hudson 
River below the George Washington Bridge running down close to 
the city of Hoboken. 

As a result of many factors, some of which are not known, the 
Hudson River has formed excessive deposits of silt which prevent 
the commercial use of some of the waterfront without dredging at 
this time. 

All that is requested by the resolution before the committee, Mr. 
Chairman, is that the Army engineers make a survey of this situation 
to determine the cause and recommend the cure. I will not attempt 
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to give technical testimony here because there are people in the room 
much more qualified than myself to do so. I do want to impress, if 
1 can, on the committee this one fact, that we are not dealing here 
as we often do in Congress with pie in the sky and things that may 
happen and values that may be created if the Federal Government 
spends money. We are dealing with an area where thousands of 
people are employed and their employment in the future depends 
on the navigability of the Hudson River at this point. So I think 
we are in a very strong position to make a request for this survey. 

I would like to give some examples of the economic situation that 
exists in this area at this time. 

In the Borough of Edgewater, N. J., for example, the Federal Gov- 
ernment owns an installation which is known as the Navy Medical 
Supply Depot. The Government is leaving that location and, con- 
trary to most congressional districts in the country, we are happy to 
see the Government leave there because we want to get private tax- 
paying industry in that location, and the salability of that property 
will depend on the deepwater use that can be made in that location. I 
believe the Federal Government has $3 million in that land. We are 
hopeful that the Armed Services Committee, now considering placing 
that property for sale, will promptly act to place it for sale, and I 
hope this committee will approve this resolution so that that property 
will increase in salability and desirability. 

The Ford Motor Co., one of the industrial operations along this 
waterfront, had a very large and important dock there and it is en- 
tirely conceivable that while they have had other plans before them— 
they have had before them the possibility of moving out of Edgewater 
entirely—I think it is not stretching the facts at all to say that an 
assurance of deep water at their dock would probably influence them 
to remain in that area. 

I mention that not because they are the only examples of the eco- 
nomic situation there, but because they are typical examples. 

I have a group of local witnesses headed by Mayor Lasher of Edge- 
water, and others, and the New York Port Authority has sent its repre- 
sentatives here because of its interest in the entire port of New York. 
I hope the committee will give careful consideration to that entire 
presentation. 

Mr. Gentry. Just 1 or 2 questions. Is the Ford plant immediately 
adjacent to the area where there is silt at Edgewater ? 

Mr. Osmers. Right in the middle of it. 

Mr. Gentry. This request for a survey, does it take in the Edge- 
water area and also the other 2 or 3 little areas up and down the 
channel 

Mr. Osmers. Yes. 

Mr. Gentry. You might put up the other map. 

Mr. Osmers. This is the Edgewater waterfront where the two fa- 
cilities I have mentioned are located. It is believed that the cause and 
origin of the problem lies north up the river from these locations, 

Mr. Gentry. Is there very much siltation other than in the area 
marked in red? 

Mr. Osmers. I would rather have a technical witness answer that 
question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Gentry. We do appreciate your appearance, Mr. Osmers. 

Any questions? 
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Mr. Avucurncioss. I just wanted to ask the question, has the Port 
of New York Authority expressed any opinion about the dredging of 
this channel ? 

Mr. Osmers. The Port of New York Authority is represented here 
today by a very substantial delegation and they are most anxious and 
have probably been as active as anyone in support of the pending 
resolution to have this survey made. They are here to speak for 
themselves. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. Their representatives are here? 

Mr. Osmers. Several of their representatives are here. 

Mr. Avucuincioss. Has the New Jersey Department of Conserva- 
tion and Economic Development expressed any views on the dredging 
of this channel ? 

Mr. Osmers. I am sure they have and that their views are in the 
files, but I cannot give you the name of an official at this time. I know 
that both the governments of the State of New York, the State of New 
Jersey, and the city of New York and Jersey City, as well as all 
the communities in this area, have expressed a deep interest in this 
problem for the very simple reason that you cannot, in an area such as 
the port of New York, separate one area or one part of it from the 
entire port area. Unfortunately, there are municipal boundaries, 
county boundaries, and State boundaries, but as you know, Mr. Auchin- 
closs, perhaps more closely than the other members here, both States 
recognize the universality of the port of New York. 

Mr. Avcutnctoss. Could you find out from the New Jersey Depart- 
ment of Conservation and Economic Development if they would sub- 
mit a statement for the record on this? 

Mr. Osmers. I certainly will. 

Mr. AvcuiNncioss. I think it would be well to have that in the 
record. 

Mr. Gentry. Any further questions ? 

Mr. Burnsine. Will this dredging be taken into consideration as in- 
creasing the value of that piece of Government property before the 
sale ? 

Mr. Osmers. Well, first may I point out that the pending resolution 
does not provide—I wish it did—for any dredging. It provides for 
the Army engineers to make a survey which would indicate if dredg- 
ing and how much dredging should be made upriver from the loca- 
tions of the siltation. 

Mr. Burnsipe. So often we propose these improvements and have 
them worked out and then we make arrangements to sell and soon we 
find out the Government has been gypped a few million dollars because 
of those arrangements. 

Mr. Osmers. I would like to make a reservation on your use of 
the word “improvement.” It is true if they dredge it would be im- 
proved, but we are basically talking about preservation of something 
that has existed for many years, and I do believe that excessive dump- 
ing during the war by the Federal Government has had something 
to do with the situation, filling up this hole. 

Mr. Burnsiwe. I am not even objecting to the dredging, because 
I see some need for that sort of thing, but before this committee or 
the Government Operations Committee would turn this property over 
for sale, I think this is something that should be considered. ~ 
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Mr. Osmers. I think it should be said the Department of Defense 
and the Federal Government, in declaring this property to be surplus 
in Edgewater, are declaring it to be surplus because of need to the 
Government, not because the channel needs dredging or because there 
is siltation or anything else. 

Mr. Burnsine. I happened to be on a committee that studied the 
matter of the disposal of surplus property and I know of instances 
where huge profits have been made in taking over Government prop- 
erties. 

Mr. Osmers. You are absolutely right, and we all want to see the 
Government’s interests protected. There is no question that property 
would be greatly enhanced before its sale if the committee acted favor- 
ably on this resolution. The potential buyer would say the Federal 
Government has an interest in it, and its value would be increased. 

Mr. Gentry. Any questions, Mrs. Blitch ? 

Mrs. Burren. No questions. 

Mr. Gentry. Mr. Rogers ? 

Mr. Rogers. I think your statement is a fair one, and I am par- 
ticularly impressed with the point you bring out that the economic 
need is already there. 

Mr. Osmers. That is right. 

Mr. Gentry. Mr. Nicholson. 

Mr. Nicnuoison. Have the engineers at the New York Port Author- 
ity looked into this matter themselves ? 

Mr. Osmers. The port authority has a number of representatives 
here, and I think it would probably be more fitting if they spoke for 
themselves. Of course, the traditional responsibility of the Federal 
Government in this field is recognized by them as well as by us, but 
they have representatives here who can answer that question. They 
certainly have investigated the economic situation. As to whether 
they have looked into the technical problems I do not know. 

Mr. Nicuotson. Is that siltation at Hoboken ? 

Mr. Osmers. It starts at Hoboken and goes north to Weehawken 
to a point just south of the George Washington Bridge. 

Mr. Nicnoxson. Does the silt come from the Palisades? 

Mr. Osmers. No; it comes from farther north than the Palisade 
area. ‘The Palisade area would run 12 or 14 miles north of this area 
we are speaking of, and I do not think any important silt would origi- 
nate from that area because of the geological formation. 

Mr. Nicuoxson. I want to say this about the port authority, as far 
as 1 know—and again I feel almost embarrassed to testify on the port 
authority when their representatives are right behind us—but the port 
authority has taken a wonderful interest in the port development. I 
do not think they enter into the dredging, the historical traditional 
work of the Federal Government. There may have been cases where 
they did some of that work; I do not know. 

Mr. Gentry. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. I ask unanimous consent that a certified copy of 
a resolution adopted by the Board of Chosen Freeholders of the 
County of Bergen, State of New Jersey, on June 15, 1955, requesting 
favorable action on the resolution of Congressman Osmers, be inserted 
in the record at this point. . 

Mr. Gentry. Without objection, it may be made a part of the record. 
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(The resolution referred to is as follows :) 


Boarp OF CHOSEN FREEHOLDERS, 
CountTY OF BERGEN, 
Hackensack, N. J., Jume 17, 1955, 
Pusitic WorKs COMMITTEE, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sirs: We are enclosing herewith certified copy of resolution adopted 
by the Board of Chosen Freeholders of the County of Bergen on June 15, 1955, 
requesting favorable action on a petition of Congressman Osmers in seeking 
authorization for a study of the siltation problem in the Hudson River. 

Very truly yours, 
Wm. R. Smita, 
Executive Administrator. 


RESOLUTION 
BOARD OF CHOSEN FREEHOLDERS OF BERGEN COUNTY 


JUNE 15, 1955. 

Whereas the siltation problem in the lower Hudson River, and particularly 
along the industrial waterfront of the borough of Edgewater, the county of 
Bergen’s only deepwater port, has seriously jeopardized the continued mainte- 
nance of port facilities in that area; and 

Whereas Congressman Frank C. Osmers, Jr., has sponsored action in the 
House of Representatives in an effort to secure a Federal survey of the problem: 
Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Bergen County Board of Chosen Freeholders join with the 
Port of New York Authority and the borough of Edgewater in requesting that 
the Public Works Committee of the House of Representatives take prompt and 
favorable action on the petition of Congressman Osmers seeking authorization 
for the necessary study of the siltation problem in the Hudson River by the 
United States Army Corps of Enginers; be it further 

Resolved, That the clerk of this board send certified copies of this resolution 
to Congressman Osmers and to all agencies and officials concerned therewith. 


Boarp OF CHOSEN F'REEHOLDERS, BERGEN CoUNTy, HAcKENSACK, N. J. 


I, William R. Smith, clerk of the Board of Chosen Freeholders of the County 
of Bergen, do hereby certify that the annexed is a true copy of a resolution 
passed at a regular meeting of the board of chosen freeholders held on the 15th 
day of June 1955. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal of the county of 
3ergen this 17th day of June 1955. 


[sea] Wma. R. Smiru, Clerk. 
Mr. Gentry. We will hear next from Mayor Lasher of Edgewater, 
the area probably most directly affected by this request. 


STATEMENT OF HON. MILTON T. LASHER, MAYOR, 
EDGEWATER, N. J. 


Mr. Lasuer. That is true. 

I want to thank you, on behalf of the Borough of Edgewater, for 
giving us this opportunity of appearing before you, because I know it 
is not without some sacrifice that you stay here in this hot weather to 
attend to these functions. 

I wonder if I may at the outset present some of the officials of the 
Borough of Edgewater who have come here and could testify i/ neces- 
sary ¢ 

Mr. Gentry. We will be very glad to have you do so. 


66134—55——_9 
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Mr. Lasuer. This is Councilman Douglas B. Allison; Councilman 
Joseph F. Regan; Councilman Thomas J. Ryan, former borough at- 
torney ; and Mr. Richard Gaul, borough engineer. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I will try not to re- 
peat what we have already embodied in the printed statement of the 
Borough of Edgewater or other printed statements to be presented to 
the committee. 

I was born in Edgewater, have been a lifelong resident there, went 
through its public schools, and perhaps know some of the factual 
details of the problem in some respects better than others, only a few 
of them. I do not want to get into other fields where I am not quali- 
fied. The experts will take care of that. 

When I dwell on Edgewater’s problems, I do not want the commit- 
tee to think we are here for selfish reasons. It is just that we know 
the problems there better than at other points. 

The Borough of Edgewater is located on the west shore of the Hud- 
son River roughly opposite 94th Street of New York City on the south 
end and 164th Street at the northern boundary line. It is just a short 
distance below the George Washington Bridge on the west shore. The 
area opposite 135th Street south is highly industrialized and has been 
for many years. In fact, some of our earliest industries were es- 
tablished there, I am told, in 1850, 1875, and 1880, even before we had 
rail connections. The tunnel that brought us rail service was not 
built, as I understand, until 1890 or 1895. So we have had several 
industries located along the waterfront, in one case I believe about 
a century. 

The importance of the riverfront industries is indicated by the 
fact that about 89 percent of our total revenues, about $19 million or 
$20 million out of a total of $23 million, are derived from those in- 
dustries. Anything that happens to our waterfront first affects our 
population and secondly would affect the industrial population, 6,000 
or 9,000 employees. A small percentage live in Edgewater but a lar ge 
percentage live in surrounding areas, so this affects the entire county 
and reaches over and affects New York City, particularly in the em- 
ployment aspects of it. 

We think the highest and the best use that waterfront can be 
ut to is heavy industry that will utilize the natural advantages of the 
Tudson River. It is part of what we think is the greatest port in the 

world, and we believe if the siltation problem continues as it has par- 
ticularly since 1942 and 1945, our industries along the waterfront will 
be strangled. 

The first industry we have at the north end of our waterfront is 
known as the Warner Sugar Co. It is an old plant, has been there 
a long time, and they brought raw sugar right to the dock and loaded 
the cargo into the plant. There were several warehouses on the prop- 
erty. In June 1954 those warehouses caught fire. It was a tremendous 
fire; we had to call on the fire authorities in surrounding areas for 
help. Years ago when that plant was operating they had 30 feet of 
water along the waterfront. Now there are only 4 or 5 feet. So the 
fire companies could not reach it, they could only train the water hoses 
on the warehouses from a distance. It just dramatizes how this shore 
had changed in the past few years. 
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T promised not to trespass on the written material, and I think I 
could conclude by simply saying again we are not asking, we hope, 
for any selfish contribution from the Federal Government. We feel, 
though, that there are two reasons why the Federal Government 
should make this survey and this committee should approve the funds 
necessary for the survey. We feel there is a moral obligation on the 
part of the Federal Government to do something about that because 
reliable opinion has it that the situation developed from silt from the 
east end of the George Washington Bridge during the war years when 
it was not possible to take the silt out and dump it in the ocean. We 
do not say that critically but factually, and the silt is now being 
drifted over to our shores and perhaps to other places, but we can 
notice it as it makes it more and more difficult for the industries to 
maintain the depth so that the ships can dock there. 

Tradtionally the Federal Government has been interested in com- 
merce, from the time they had the celebrated convention at Annapolis 
when they spoke of breaking barriers between the States. 

So we ask the committee to act favorably on the the resolution by 
Congressman Osmers. 

I believe the next witness will be Mr. Roger Gilman, director of port 
development, the Port of New York Authority, who will no doubt be 
able to give you answers to your questions. 

Mr. Guster. What is the depth of the Hudson River Channel op- 
posite Edgewater today ? 

Mr. Lasuer. It varies. At the northern boundary of our industrial 
zone it is only 4 or 5 feet. 

Mr. Gentry. The northern, is that the upper part ? 

Mr. Laser. Yes, that would be up in this area. This is the indus- 
trial area. 

Mr. Gentry. Is it much deeper at the southern end ? 

Mr. Lasuer. It varies. Industry is spending thousands and thou- 
sands of dollars dredging. What it would be if they did not spend 
these thousands of dollars, I cannot say. 

Mr. Gentry. Then have been dredging all along? 

Mr. Lasuer. Privately, yes; in addition to the Federal Govern- 
ment. You will be furnished statistics. Back in 1949 it was a tre- 
mendous sum and it has gotten worse. There will be witnesses who 
will testify what the individual owners have to spend to get to their 
docks. 

Mr. Gentry. Any questions? 

Mr. Avucuincioss. As I understand it, there are really two areas, 
in the New York Channel? 

Mr. Lasner. Yes. 

Mr. Avcuincross. And the shoal part is where the New Jersey 
Channel would be opposite Edgewater ? 

Mr. Lasuer. That is true. 

Mr. Avcuincioss. There are occasions when the fleet comes in from 
New York and anchors in that area ? 

Mr. Lasuer. That is correct. 

Mr. Avcurincioss. Has not the Navy complained about the lack of 
anchorage space because they would have to anchor in the deepwater 
of the New York Channel ? 

My. Lasuer. I think that is where they are compelled to anchor. 
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Mr. Avcutncioss. And in that way it interferes with navigation to 
some extent so that the other areas should be dredged ? 

Mr. LasHer. Yes; that is correct. 

Mr. Avcuincioss. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Gentry. Any questions, Mrs. Blitch ¢ 

Mrs. Burren. No. 

Mr. Gentry. Mr. Hull? 

Mr. Hux. No questions. 

Mr. Genrry. Mr. Nicholson ? 

Mr. Nicuoison. Have you any idea where the main channel is? 

Mr. Lasuer. It would only be a guess. We will get that with scien- 
tific accuracy from another witness. 

Mr. Rogers. Mayor Lasher, how many businesses do you estimate 
are vitally affec ted by this situation on the waterfront ? 

Mr. Lasuer. I would say each and every waterfront industry, com- 
mencing with the Warner Sugar property, is affected. They are try- 
ing to sell the Warner Sugar property and naturally the sale will be 
affected by whether they can get in large ships. I would say there are 
roughly 14 parcels. Then there is the Nav y medical supply depot 
property owned by the Government but which we hope will return to 
private ownership. Perhaps it can be integrated with the Ford plant. 

Mr. Rogers. Is the Ford plant now in operation ¢ 

Mr. Lasner. It is in operation, I understand, until July 15, when 
they will shift their operation some 15 or 20 miles distant. 

Mr. Rogers. Are they disposing of their property on the water- 
front ? 

Mr. Lasuer. As far as I know they are shifting all their operations, 
Whether they will put their property on the market, I do not know. 

Mr. Rogers. Are there any other large industries on the waterfront ? 

Mr. Laser. Yes. There is the Hills Bros. Coffee Co.; there is a 
chemical company ; Lever Bros.; Aleoa—The Aluminum Co. of Amer- 
ica; the Valvoline Oil Co. has been there 75 years. 

Mr. Rocers. And all of those are presently going concerns? 

Mr. Lasuer. Yes; but we are afraid they may not continue to be 
unless we can do something about this situation. 

Mr. Hutt. I understand from the testimony that the origin of the 
siltation problem started back in the war years when they dumped 
silt there ! 

Mr. Lasuer. I do not want it understood that is the only possible 
source of silt, but we feel the situation has become aggravated and has 
become more noticeable since the war years. 

Mr. Huu. Is that still the cause of some of your trouble? 

Mr. Lasner. We feel most certainly that it is because you will find 
one of the exhibits here will show, I believe, that that hole was origi- 
nally 134 feet deep and they filled it up some 70 feet, and the natural 
current is such that it sweeps where that hole is and brings it in part 
to the Jersey shore and the Edgewater waterfront. 

Mr. Rocers. You also get silt from the upper reaches? 

Mr. Lasurr. The upper reaches always bring down a certain 
amount of silt; yes. 

Mr. Gentry. Thank you very much. 

We will now hear from Mr. Gilman. 
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STATEMENT OF ROGER H. GILMAN, DIRECTOR OF PORT DEVELOP- 
MENT, THE PORT OF NEW YORK AUTHORITY 


Mr. Giiman. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we ap- 
preciate the opportunity to present this testimony. 

I have a printed statement, and with your permission I would like 
to hit some of the high spots in my comments. 

My name is Roger H. Gilman. I am director of port development 
of the Port of New York Authority, 111 Eighth Avenue, New York, 
N. ¥: 

The Port of New York Authority is an agency of the States of 
New Jersey and New York, created by port treaty in 1921 for the de- 
velopment and operation of transportation and terminal facilities 
within the New Jersey-New York Port District and for the protection 
and promotion of commerce moving through the port of New York. 
One of the specific responsibilities assigned to the port authority by 
the two States is the presentation to Federal authorities of the need 
for improvement of channels within the port district. The port dis- 
trict comprises the portions of northern New Jersey and New York 
State within a radius of about 25 miles of the Statue of Liberty. 

In February 1954, Mayor Milton T. Lasher, of Edgewater, N. J., re- 
quested the port authority for advice and assistance on the serious 
siltation problem that was hampering the full use and development 
of the Edgewater waterfront. The port authority thereupon con- 
ducted a preliminary study of the condition existing along the Edge- 
water waterfront. Our study showed that abnormal shoaling was 
occurring not only in the Edgewater area, but along other sections of 
the Hudson River waterfront as well, necessitating heavy expendi- 
tures by New Jersey and New York waterfront industries for main- 
tenance dredging alongside their properties. In some instances, this 
condition had resulted in the abandonment of plans by property 
owners for # greater use of their waterfront facilities. 

Our study plainly indicated that a comprehensive review study of 
the Hudson River Channel project should be undertaken by the United 
Staes Army Corps of Engineers in order to determine the cause of 
siltation and shoaling and to develop a plan which would alleviate the 
serious problem existing in certain sections on both sides of the Hud- 
son River within the port district. We believe that remedial action is 
essential for the continued welfare and prosperity of the waterfront 
communities on both sides of the Hudson River. 

In view of this situation, the Board of Commissioners of the Port of 
New York Authority, on August 5, 1954, adopted a resolution author- 
izing the presentation before Congress and the proper Federal 
agencies of evidence to support the need for a comprehensive review 
study by the United States Army Corps of Engineers. 

In August 1954, Congressman Frank C. Osmers of the Ninth Con- 
gressional District in New Jersey, within whose district Edgewater 
lies, submitted a petition to the Public Works Committee, requesting 
authority for the United States Army Corps of Engineers to conduct 
such a review study of the Hudson River Channel project. 

While the problem of abnormal siltation in the Hudson River Chan- 
nel is highlighted by the condition existing along the Edgewater 
waterfront, a similar condition plagues many other portions of the 





128 FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 


waterfront in varying degrees of severity. Exhibit No. 1, which is 
shown here, is an outline map of a segment of the Port of New York 
District. I have shown on this map the areas along the Hudson River 
Channel where the data and records which are available show the silta- 
tion conditions to be the worst. You will observe that the most se- 
vere condition exists along the Edgewater waterfront, where the rate 
of siltation amounts to as much as 17 feet a year. Other areas of serious 
siltation include the transatlantic piers, in the general area of 40th and 
50th Streets in Manhattan, where the rate amounts to as much as 12 
feet a year, and the waterfront of northern Hoboken, N. J., where the 
rate of siltation is approximately 8 to 10 feet a year. Other Govern- 
ment and industrial representatives here today will describe to you 
in more detail the local shoaling conditions which give them such 
concern. 

In the Edgewater section the average annual cost to private property 
owners of maintaining depths alongside piers and terminals has been 
estimated at over $150,000 a year. A recent survey conducted by the 
Maritime Association of the Port of New York indicates that the cost 
to the tenants of the transatlantic piers on the Manhattan side amounts 
to some $500,000 a year. These figures, you will remember, represent 
the cost of maintaining only two sections of the Hudson River water- 
front. 

The concern of the port interests with this problem stems from the 
importance of the Hudson River Channel to the New York-New Jer- 
say port. Exhibit No. 2 shown here illustrates in graphic form the 
relative importance of this channel to our port. This exhibit shows 
that the volume of foreign import and export general cargo tonnage 
handled at the piers and terminals located on the Hudson River chan- 
nel alone consisted of almost 5 million short tons in the year 1953, 
which represents 37 percent or over one-third of the total foreign im- 
port and export general cargo tonnage handled in the entire port of 
New York. 

Similarly, the number of general cargo waterfront facilities located 
on both sides of the Hudson River Channel comprise 32 percent or 
almost one-third of the total deep-draft general-cargo berths in the 
entire port of New York. Obviously, port and civic interests are 
seriously concerned with anything that threatens to disrupt or make 
more costly the conduct of commerce in this vital shipping area. 

Exhibit No. 3, which is a recent aerial photograph of the Hudson 
River area, shows the intensity of present development of the water- 
front along the Hudson River Channel. It is essential that the water 
approaches to such facilities be kept open in order to safeguard the 
investment they represent. 

In its preliminary study, the port authority found no conclusive 
or satisfactory explanation as to why the siltation takes place. The 
exact hydraulic characteristics of the Hudson River Channel are un- 
known since no detailed records have been kept nor any studies made 
of the currents, flow of water, composition of silt, etc., in the Hudson 

tiver Channel. 

Until a complete review study has been conducted, in our opinion 
there will be no answer as to what is causing siltation and what can 
be done to solve the problem of shoaling in the Hudson River. Such 
a study would necessarily include a thorough analysis of the velocity 
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and direction of the Hudson River tidal currents, a determination of 
the source of the shoaling material and the pattern of sedimentation. 
It is also possible that the construction of a model of the channel 
might be required to assist in the study. 

The United States Army Corps of Engineers has estimated that a 
comprehensive review study, including the preparation of a model, 
would cost about $200,000. I respectfully submit that this expenditure 
is amply justified by the large investment by the Federal Government 
itself, as well as ‘age ate waterfront property owners, in deepening 
and maintaining the Hudson River Channel and the ship berths at the 
adjacent waterfront facilities. It is further justified by the vital im- 
portance of this channel to the welfare and economy of the New York- 
New Jersey port, as well as to the Nation in peace and war. Cer- 

tainly these interests warrant a comprehensive review study to de- 
termine possible means to relieve this siltation problem. 

Besides the interests who are testifying here today and the New 
York and New Jersey Members of Congress who have communicated 
with this committee, there are many other organizations who support 
the need for a review study of the Hudson River Channel project. I 
should like to submit for the record letters of support from the fol- 
lowing: 

Board of Chosen Freeholders, Bergen County, N. J., as Mr. Auchin- 
closs has mentioned; Bergen County Chamber of Commerce; Beth- 
lehem Steel Co., Shipbuilding Division, Hoboken Yard; Helmsley- 
Spear, Inc.; the Maritime Association of the Port of New York: 
United Fruit. 

I would also like to submit a resolution dated June 7, 1954, which 
expresses the great concern of the New Jersey Department of Con- 
servation and Economic Development and requests authorization for 
the United States engineers to undertake and complete a study of the 
conditions that has been described here today. 

Mr. Gentry. Without objection they will be made a part of the 
record. 

(The documents referred to are as follow :) 

BERGEN CouNTy CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Hackensack, N. J., June 20, 1955. 
Mr. Rocer H. GILMAN, 
Director of Port Development, 
The Port of New York Authority, 
New York, N.Y. 

DEAR Mr. GILMAN: We are advised that there will be a hearing by the con- 
gressional Public Works Committee with regard to a review study of the Hudson 
River channel. 

Inasmuch as we are wholly in accord with the request to authorize the United 
States Army Corps of Engineers to carry out this necessary study, please con- 
sider yourself at liberty to use this letter as evidence of our interest and desire 
for the study of what we consider a very serious siltation problem. We are fully 
aware that the present silt condition affects many areas of the Hudson River 
channel, but realize that the most adverse effects are along the Edgewater, 
N. J., waterfront. 

It is our firm belief that the deepening of the Hudson River channel, which 
accommodates deep-water shipping, is vitally important to the economy of this 
entire area. 

Cordially yours, 
W. L. SEUBERT, 
Executive Vice President. 
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BETHLEHEM STEEL Co., 
SHIPBUILDING DIVISION, 
Hoboken, N. J., June 21, 1955. 
Mr. Roger H. GILMAN, 
Director of Port Development, Port of New York Authority, 
New York, N. Y. 

Dear Mr. Gi~tMAN: In connection with the silting problem along the Hudson 
River, we have experienced excessive shoaling at this location and are required 
to dredge at least annually in order to maintain adequate drafts for both our 
own and Government-owned drydocks, and for ships of our customers. We have 
heaviest silting on the north side of the yard and at this location the silting 
rate averages 10 feet per year. 

The inconvenience and the expense of the required dredging is extremely 
burdensome on our operations, and over the past few years the cost has been in 
excess of $100,000 annually. 

To us this matter is one of grave concern, and we have in the past been working 
with the Maritime Association toward an effective solution to this problem to 
no avail. We are very much interested in finding relief from excessive silting, 
and are wholeheartedly in support of recommending that the United States 
Department of Public Works authorize the necessary surveys toward this goal. 

We intend to have a representative present at the Washington hearing this 
week, and if we can be of any further assistance, do not hesitate to call on us. 

Very truly yours, 
GrorGE Brown, Manager. 


HELMSLEY-SPEAR, INC., 
New York, N. Y., June 21, 1955. 
Mr. Rocer H. GILMAN, 
Director of Port Development, Port of New York Authority, 
New York, N. Y. 

Dear Mr. GitmMaNn: Helmsley-Spear, Inc., represents River Industrials Co., 
which owns waterfront property in Edgewater, N. J. On behalf of our princi- 
pals, we should like to make known to you certain facts concerning this property 
and to request that you put us on record when you appear before the Public 
Works Committee of the United States House of Representatives in support of 
the need for a review study of the Hudson River Channel project. 

The gradual building up of silt over the last 10 years has caused the value 
of this waterfront to decrease enormously. At one time, this property had a 
slip that regularly accommodated 10,000-ton vessels besides having a 3%%4-acre 
lighter basin. The siltation that has taken place has filled in this area so that 
now at low water there is but 2 or 3 feet of water at the bulkhead line. 

This situation is so bad that last year a fire destroyed one of the piers that 
possibly could have been saved if the fireboats were able to get close enough 
to the fire. This was impossible except during a short period of high water. 

It is obviously urgent from out point of view that something be done to cor- 
rect the situation in this area and it is just as important to the Borough of 
Edgewater and to the whole port of New York that the potentially valuable 
waterfront property be utilized as fully as possible. 

Among the remedies we feel might result from such a study is a modification 
in the existing bulkhead line. If it were possible to backfill the areas that are 
now building up with silt as permanent land area and build our piers into deep 
water, it would enhance the value of this area immeasurably. The reasonable- 
ness of this solution, however, can only be determined by the United States 
Army Corps of Engineers. 

We respectfully urge that you submit these facts to the Public Works Com- 
mittee of the United States House of Representatives in our behalf and we feel 
that it is absolutely essential to this area that remedial action be taken imme- 
diately so as to put a stop to economic waste of valuable waterfront property that 
is occurring. 

Very truly yours, 
Harry B. HELMSLEY, President. 
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THE MARITIME ASSOCIATION OF THE PoRT OF NEW YORK, 
New York, N. Y., June 20, 1955. 
In re silting conditions at the port of New York. 
Mr. Rocer GILMAN, 
Director, The Port of New York Authority, 
New York, N. Y. 

Dear Mr. GirMAN: The Maritime Association of the Port of New York wishes 
to join in an application to be made before the United States Army Engineers 
and/or the Public Works Committee of the United States House of Representa- 
tives, requesting an investigation and/or survey by the Army engineers respecting 
silting conditions at the port of New York. 

A survey by our organization indicates that major lines that have terminal 
facilities between 23d Street and 59th Street on the Manhattan side of the North 
River are required to spend many thousands of dollars a year dredging pier 
slips in order to accommodate the large vessels constantly berthing at these 
facilities. 

In a period of 18 months a million cubic yards of silt was removed from piers 
86 and 74, operated by the United States Line. The cost of this dredging 
amounted to $75,000. 

Conditions were found to be comparable at pier 84, operated by American 
Export Lines. 

French Line, operators at pier 88, inform us that their dredging costs amount 
to $75,000 every 18 months. 

Cunard Line, operating at piers 90 and 92, report similar conditions. 

We respectfully submit that if a scientific study were made of this problem 
by the Army engineers a good possibility exists that some minor alterations in 
existing channels, or other steps may well lead to a substantial correction of this 
condition with the result that these many thousands of dollars may be saved in 
the future. 

Respectfully submitted. 

WILLIAM F. GIESEN, 
General Manager and Counsel. 


UNITED Fruit Co., 
STEAMSHIPS DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICE OF MARINE SUPERINTENDENT, 
New York, N. Y., June 20, 1955. 
Mr. Roger H. GitMAN, 
Director of Port Development, Port of New York Authority, 
New York, N. Y. 

Dear Sir: Referring to our telephone conversation regarding silting at our 
terminal at Weehawken, N. J.: 

The first dredging of the United Fruit Co. terminal at Weehawken was com- 
pleted under the original construction contract to a depth of 30.7 feet in May 
1951. A second dredging was required in November 1953 when the slip was 
dredged to an average depth of 29.1 feet by removing 105,822 yards of silt at a 
cost of $0.89 per cubic yard. As considerable silting has occurred, the third 
dredging was commenced June 13, 1955. Complete figures of the amount of silt 
removed are not available at present, but the contract price is $0.90 per cubic yard. 

Yours very truly, 
GpoRGE H. EPPELMAN, 
Marine Superintendent. 


JUNE 7, 1954. 
RESOLUTION 


NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 


Whereas the Borough of Edgewater, N. J., has asked the assistance of the 
Planning and Development Council in the improvement of navigation of the 
so-called Edgewater Channel of the Hudson River ; and 

Whereas the industrial firms affected are required to spend in excess of 
$115,000 a year to maintain the channel; and 

Whereas several industries have indicated that the siltation rate has led to 
the abandonment of plans to bring in new cargoes as well as deep-draft ships; 
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and shoaling has become a recurrent problem since 1945 with the constant 
imminent danger of Edgewater losing the ratables from the waterfront indus- 
try with the consequent general economic loss in the area; and 

Whereas it is reliably reported that the United States Engineers over a 
6- or 7-year period have spent $200,000 in an endeavor to restore a 30-foot channel 
depth: Therefore it is 

Resolved, That Hon. Frank C. Osmers, of the House of Representatives in 
Washington, and United States Senators, Hon. H. Alexander Smith and Hon. 
Robert C. Hendrickson, be requested to introduce resolutions in Congress author- 
izing the United States Engineers to undertake and complete a study of the 
condition; to establish the reason for the continual silting and to recommend 
remedial measures; it is further 


Resolved, That the report of the Navigation Bureau of the Division of Plan- 
ning and Development, dated February 27, 1950, be attached to this resolution; 
and copies of the resolution and attachments be transmitted to Hon. Frank C. 
Osmers, Hon. H. Alexander Smith, and Hon. Robert C. Hendrickson; the United 
States division engineer in New York and the United States district engineer 
in New York. 

Mr. Gentry. Will you point out on the map the port of Manhattan? 

Mr. Gitman. Right here [indicating]. This is called Manhattan 
Island. 

Mr. Avcuincioss. You should not omit Brooklyn. 

Mr. Giuman. Yes. This is one end of Brooklyn; this is Queens; 
this is the Bronx; and below, which, unfortunately, is not shown, is 
the Borough of Richmond. 

Mr. Gentry. That is a very interesting map. 

Any questions ? 

Mr. Avcuincioss. Mr. Chairman, could the witness point out on 
that map the exact location of Edgewater ¢ 

Mr. Gruman. Yes, sir. This is it right in here, Mr. Congressman. 
These are some of the waterfront facilities which Mayor Lasher and 
Congressman Osmers have referred to. 

Mr. Aucutncioss. Where is this area where you believe some of 
this siltation came from? 

Mr. Girman. This is approximately the area Mayor Lasher and 
Congressman Osmers mentioned—a rather deep hole before the war 
just ‘north of the Geor ge Washington Bridge. It was a natural hole 
of very great depth. 

Mr. Gentry. Do you people feel that is one of the causes of this 
silt in the area near Edgewater? 

Mr. Girman. We are not hydraulic engineers. But that is one of 
the ideas that has been advanced because it coincides with the period 
the siltation rate became very heavy and continues heavy. 

Mr. Gentry. Any further questions? 

Mr. Burnsiwe. Does the United Fruit Co. have a dock? 

Mr. Gitman. It has a new banana terminal at Weehawken and 
they run into siltation problems as indicated in a letter I have sub- 
mitted for the record. 

Mr. Burnsiwe. Where the Transatlantic pier is, that is where you 
have a heavy siltation ? 

Mr. Guuman. Yes. 

Mr. Burnsive. The rate of siltation is about 12 feet a year there? 

Mr. Gruman. Up to about 10 feet, and 12 feet in the Northern 
Hoboken area in the vicinity of the Bethlehem Steel Co. drydock. 

Mr. Burnswwr. And the United Fruit Co. is at the Transatlantic 
pier ? 

Mr. Girman. Right about there. 

Mr. Burnsipe. That is all. 





FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 133 


Mr. Gentry. Any further questions ? 

Mr. Aucurncwoss. I think it would be helpful for the witness to 
point out where the Harlem River is. 

Mr. Gitman. There it is. 

Mr. Avucuinctoss. That is the north boundary of Manhattan Island. 
As the Hudson River comes down from the north it joins up where 
the Harlem River empties or flows one way or another in the Hudson 
River. It is guided very largely by the action of the tide. That 
protects a large part of the silt that comes from the river. 

Mr. Hutt. Apparently that Harlem River is a very short river. 

Mr. Girman. It isa matter of a few miles. 

Mr. Genrry. It flows from the Hudson to the East River? 

Mr. Girman. Yes. It is not a deep-water river. 

Mr. Gentry. Is that where the Polo Grounds are? 

Mr. Gitman. Yes; the Polo Grounds are on one side and Yankee 
Stadium on the other. 

Mr. Nicnoitson. How much of the main channel does the Federal 
Government keep open? How far up the river does it go—20 miles? 

Mr. Girman. No. The Federal channel goes all the way to Albany. 
It is a deep-water-channel, in the neighborhood of 32 feet, I believe, 
under the most recent authorization. 

Mr. Nicuotson. So this siltation is probably as much a problem of 
the Federal Government as of the Port Authority of New Jersey / 

Mr. Gitman. Yes,sir. As Congressman Osmers indicated, the Fed- 
eral channels, of course, have always been the general responsibility 
of the Federal Government. It is in the pier slips and those portions 
of the waterfront that the individual private owners have to main- 
tain. The approach to the channel is an authorized Federal project. 

Mr. Rogers. Actually, you are making no request for work in the 
channels because they are maintained by the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Gitman. The review study would cover the Hudson River 
channel project of the Federal Government. 

Mr. Rogers. The point I was trying to make is that the channel 
itself is maintained by the Federal Government and is presently main- 
tained Riveethy, 

Mr. Girman. To my knowledge, yes. 

Mr. Rogers. I believe the port authority made a preliminary study ? 

Mr. Gruman. Mainly on the economic conditions that have resulted, 
not an analysis as to the cause or what the hydraulic situation is. We 
are not qualified to make that study. 

Mr. Rocers. The study you made was an economic study? 

Mr. Gruman. Yes; anda factual study as to the conditions that have 
resulted, but not as to the cause. 

Mr. Rogers. Did you go into a benefit-cost study ? 

Mr. Girman,. From the standpoint of the adverse effect it has had 
on the abandonment of certain waterfront property in the Edgewater 
area. That was the extent of our study. 

Mr. Gentry. I know nothing about these things. Does the Federal 
Government have to continue to dredge that channel ? 

Mr. Girman. Yes. They ‘maintain it with dredging: I cannot say 
how often, but I would say at least once a year and perhaps more 
often. 

Mr. Gentry. Thank you, Mr. Gilman. 

We will now be glad to hear from Mr. Smith. 
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STATEMENT OF DONALD W. SMITH, VICE PRESIDENT OF THE 
SEATRAIN LINES 


Mr. Smiru. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. On be- 
half of the Edgewater Manufacturers Association, for whom I am 
speaking today, I express our appreciation for this opportunity. I 
know the committee’s time is limited and I submitted a more detailed 
statement which appears in the record, which statement has been 
submitted to you. So I will try to avoid covering the same ground. 

Mr. Gentry. May I ask you a question? Have you several copies 
of your statement ? 

Mr. Smiru. Yes. 

Mr. Gentry. And you, Mr. Gilman? 

Mr. Gruman. Yes. 

Mr. Gentry. I always take those things home and read them be- 
cause that is the only time I have to read. 

Mr. Girman. We have copies for all members here. 

Mr. Gentry. That is fine. 

Mr. Smrru. I will limit my remarks here in large amount to certain 
questions which have been asked and which may throw some light on 
this picture. I have an aerial photograph here, if I may refer to this, 
showing the area of the Borough of Edgewater. You can see the 
west pier of the George Washington Bridge here. The upper portion 
of the borough is not important for the purposes of this home but 
it extends down to here. 

To give you an idea of the industry that has been developed over 
the years in this area, we have here a huge research laboratory of 
Lever Bros. and their plant here. Next to it we have the Spencer 
Kellogg & Sons Co. Then the two plants of the Allied Chemical & 
Dye. Then we have here, as you can see, a very huge installation. 

Mr. Gentry. Speak up a little bit louder, will you, please ? 

Mr. Smirn. This is the Navy supply depot which is being declared 
surplus and is about to go on the market. 

This tremendous plant is the Ford Motor Co. plant, which is soon 
to be closed down. 

Immediately adjacent to it and in back of it are the properties of the 
New York, Susquehanna & Western Railroad. The old Susquehanna 
coal pier, which has been abandoned, is shown here. 

Immediately north of that is the Seatrain Lines pier. Then the 
Hills Bros. Coffee Co. 

Then we have the Archer-Daniels Midland Co.,; another plant on 
the market for which there is no purchaser. 

Then the Edgewater Oil Terminal property, which expects to have 
100 large tankers in here. 

Next is the very large plant of the Aluminum Company of America. 

North of that 1s the National Sugar Refining Co. property. 

So we are dealing here with a very large industrial development. 

Mr. Gentry. Mr. Smith, they are almost down to the channel. Is 
that not a bluff down to the left? 

Mr. Smiru. These high bluffs go up perhaps 150 to 200 feet, so that 
all of Edgewater is in effect waterfront property. There is relatively 
a small amount of waterfront property nestled up under it here. 
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Ninety percent of all the taxes paid in Edgewater are paid by this 
waterfront property. In a population of 4,000 the employment by 
this waterfront industry ranges from 6,000 to 9,000 a year. 

Mr. Gentry. How large is the population of that territory ? 

Mr. Sarrn. It is 4,000. 

Mr. Gentry. I see. 

Mr. Smirn. And we support a payroll of six to nine thousand, 
because we draw on many of the surrounding areas for our employees. 

The question has arisen as to what the existing Hudson River Chan- 
nelis. It has a natural channel that tends to follow the easterly bank 
of the river. 

I would like to point out something on the aerial map of New York. 
As you can see, immediately north of the bridge there is a very definite 
curve in the river. The natural channel tends to follow the outside 
of this curve and it maintains, without dredging for the most part, a 
natural depth ample for any oceangoing shipping. This bank here, 
which we call a filling bank, has always required dredging, and special 
appropriations have been made to maintain the authorized project 
of the Weehawken-Edgewater Channel, which goes up to about here 
and cuts diagonally across and joins the natural channel. 

Mr. Gentry. What appropriation does that normally come from? 

Mr. Smirn. The Army engineers do that. It is an authorized pro}- 
ect and it has been for many years. They try to maintain approxi- 
mately 30 to 32 feet of water, and in this area you will find 40 to 50 
feet of water, more or less naturally maintained. 

This is maintained by Governiment hopper dredges, which dredge 
up this material and carry it out to sea. The Federal Government 
merely maintains the water up to what is known as the pierhead line. 
Most of the piers are built close to that pierhead line. Anything in 
the way of dredging beyond that pierhead line is up to the private 
property owner. He must take the silt which is deposited there and 
get rid of it. There are only two legal ways in which the private 
property owner can do this. One is to put the dredgings ashore on 
dry ground, and the other is to take them out to sea and dump them. 

Since there is no place to put the silt ashore and since it cannot be 
used for fill, it has to be hauled out to sea. It cannot be used for fill 
because it is of an organic nature. 

Mr. Burnswe. That silt is contaminated, is it not? 

Mr. SmirH. Whether it is contaminated or not from the point of 
view of the health standards, I could not answer, but it is absolutely 
useless to build land on because the minute it gets wet it goes bac 
into solution. Many people have tried to use it to their sorrow. It 
just sinks right down. 

Mr. Burnstve. Kind of a quicksand? 

Mr. Smirx. Yes. 

Our pier, which was built in 1946 and 1947, was very difficult to 
build. At the outer end of our pier we had to drive piles 210 feet 
down in order to get down to here ground. 

Mr. Gentry. Mr. Smith, you speak of an area 50 feet in depth and 
you speak of an area 30 to 32 feet in depth. That is, of course, a 
responsibility of the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Smirn. That is correct. 

Mr. Gentry. How much does that take from the area in which 
you are especially interested, where you have all of this siltation? 
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How many feet wide is that area that is not taken care of by the 
Army engineers ? 

Mr. Saurru. I can only explain it in this way: Practically all of 
the piers in New York Harbor are what we call finger piers; that is, 
they stick straight out into the water. Most of them terminate close 
to the pierhead line. The Government dredges outside of that line. 

Mr. Gentry. How many more feet of w ater do you have up to the 
shore / 

Mr. Smiru. Up to the shore? 

Mr. Gentry. Where there could be siltation. 

Mr. Smrrn. Depending on the particular installation. In our case 
we have 700 feet from the end of our pier to the shore. 

Mr. Gentry. That is the area where you have a lot of siltation? 

Mr. Smiru. That is correct. 

Mr. Genrry. And in which you are greatly interested. 

Mr. Smirn. That is correct, because while we recognize the re- 
sponsibility of private industry to maintain its own depths of water, 
we feel that the Federal Government has a responsibility as shown, 
I think rather graphically, on this chart. 

As I said, all of the dredged spoils in New York Harbor are hauled 
out to sea and dumped. In 1942 submarines became active off our 
coast and special permission was granted to take all of these dredging 
spoils and haul them up north of the George Washington Bridge at 
the easterly portion of the river, and dump them there. 

Now here is the amount of silt that was dumped there in 1942, 1943, 
1944, and 1945: It amounted to over 22 million cubic yards of silt. 

This chart shows the depth of the water. This was taken from the 
United States Coast and Geodetic Survey charts of 1939, showing the 
depth of the river above the bridge. This is a chart which was made in 
1955, showing the depth of the river then. This 22 million cubic yards 
of dredging ‘spoils was put in there for the benefit of the American 
people and the t taxpayers of the country. 

Mr. Gentry. You think all of it does not stay there. Is that it? 
Some of it is whipped out and deposited on the shore ? 

Mr. Smrru. I have my own personal theory. I believe this has had a 
twofold effect: (1) A great amount of this silt is brought down by 
the current. It decreases the amount of silt that the water will hold 
as it comes down the river. (2) We had a river 135 feet deep at this 
point. Now we havea river which is less than half of that depth at the 
same point. The same amount of water comes down the river every 
time the tide turns. So in order for the same amount of water to come 
down that river it has to increase its velocity in order to get through 
our area. It works just like the nozzle on a hose. That increased 
velocity has a scouring effect and it tends to pick up more mud and by 
reason of the natural bend in the river at Fort Washington Point, 
which projects in the river, it deflects it right over there, and as it 
begins to flow down it reaches the Edgewater shore, where eddies are 
set up and the water hits the piers and the silt is dropped. 

Before the war we had a plant downriver. At that time we dredged, 
from 1932 until 1942, when we discontinued operations during “the 
war, an average of 15,000 cubic yards per year. In order to expand 
our facilities and have more elbow room we moved to Edgewater and 
invested over $2 million in 1946. We find that we are dredging at the 
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rate of 120,000 cubic yards per year now to maintain the same service 
that we maintained previously at Hoboken. That is eight times as 
much dredging as we did previously. 

That is one ‘example of what is happening to that waterfront. We 
spent as much for dredging up there as we would have to pay for rent 
on a pier where there is no dredging problem involved at some other 
point in the harbor. U nfortunately we are stuck with a big invest- 
ment there and we have to keep on taking a licking there. 

There are several possible solutions to our problem, one of which is 
to have a direct subsidy to the waterfront property owners, which 
I do not recommend because I do not believe it is a good thing. 

Another is to have the Corps of Engineers come into the slips and 
dredge them. I think that is open to abuse and it would be hard to 
make an equitable distribution. 

The third is to have the United States Government go up there and 

take away all of that mud which was deposited there during the war. 

It will take them 5 years, with the available equipment, to ‘do it, and 
it will cost them 8 to 10 million dollars, even at the lower cost that 
the Government can dredge at. 

There is one solution which has not been suggested and is not a novel 
one because it is used at Savannah, Ga., and also at New Orle: uns, where 
we have terminals. At those points and many others the private prop- 
erty owner is permitted to remove his own siltation and dump it into 
the river channel. In New Orleans there is no problem involved. 

Mr. Gentry. You mean put it out in the channel where the Army 
engineers will take it away in the course of their regular operations / 

Mr. Smiru. That is done at Savannah, Ga. We have to maintain 
our finger pier there by dredging. We dredge there with a boat tow- 
ing a heavy steel spar behind it, which dr: ags t he mud at the ebb tide out 
of the channel. There is a Government dre lge permanently assigned 
to the job of dredging the main channel, and that Government dredge 
takes the mud. 

If we and the other Edgewater property owners were permitted to 
do that, I do not think we would need to ask for anything else. How- 
ever, I think that, in conjunction with a survey to determine as to how 
the currents might be deflected and the channel changed in some way, 
are the only two proper solutions to this problem. Industry is being 
driven away from this area, and as plants become surplus, there are no 
takers. 

The Archer-Daniels Midland plant has been on the market for some 
months. 

The old sugar refining plant has been used as a parking lot. It is 
one of the finest locations in the city of New Orleans, but it is worth 
nothing, although it should be worth millions because of its location. 

Mr. Gentry. Do you think the problem is caused solely by this 
siltation ? 

Mr. Smiru. I cannot say the reason for every plant which is closing 
down is siltation. I cannot say that siltation is the cause of them all. 
They may have other problems. 

Mr. Gentry. But it is a serious problem ? 

Mr. Smiru. I may give up my plant because I do not want it, but if 
I have to sell it, nobody will buy it, with that problem staring them in 
the face. 
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Mr. Gentry. You make a very interesting and able witness, Mr. 
Smith. 

Mr. Burnside? 

Mr. Burnsiwr. Mr. Smith, do you think it would be wise for us to 
follow the system such as they are using down in Savannah of taking 
that silt out, or do you think there would be no answer until the 
Government comes in and takes out that silt that they deposited there? 

Mr. Smiru. Sir, I would not answer the second part of your ques- 
tion, because I do not know. It is quite possible with a proper study— 
and I do urge the study be made, regardless even if you offer to do our 
dredging free from now on. I would still recommend as a taxpayer 
that you spend a few dollars to see how we can save the Government 
some money, as well as ourselves. It may very well be that a series of 
jetties or bulkheads which would change the flow of the current 2 or 3 
degrees, may doit. Idonot know. The Army engineers know better 
than I do about that, and they will not know until they have made a 
study. 

licieovine this deposit of silt should, in my opinion, restore the pre- 
war conditions. I say that because that is the only explanation for 
this tremendous increase in siltation, that is, the presence of that 22 
million cubic yards of silt deposited there. 

All of the Edgewater industry presently together does not remove 
150,000 or 200,000 cubic yards a year, so you can imagine what an 
effect 22 million cubic yards would have. That is a tremendously big 
supply of silt. 

Mr. Genrry. Mr. Smith, your request for that study is based pri- 
marily on the belief of the people at Edgewater that the disponl of 
that silt really caused this condition that you speak of ¢ 

Mr. Smirn. That is the primary reason. It is an opinion that I 
hold very strongly, and I believe I am supported by a number of the 
others. Colonel Allen may take exception to it, and he will have his 
opportunity to say so, if he does. 

Mr. Gentry. Mr. Scudder, would you like to ask this witness a 
question ¢ 

Mr. Scupper. Have the engineers made an investigation of this 
problem as far as you know ? 

Mr. Smiru. A year or so ago Colonel Allen, who is present, made 
a preliminary investigation purely from an economic point of view. 
He did not recommend that a study be made. I believe principally 
because he felt there was not a suflicient appropriation to justity it. 
So that as to their recommendations as to how to cure the problem, 
— Colonel Allen has one, but I doubt it, until he himself has 
1ad a chance to make the study. 

Mr. Scupper. That is all. 

Mr. Gentry. May I ask a question? Has any estimate been made, 
or do you know the approximate cost to the people in business on the 
waterfront, that is, the yearly cost of removing the silt? What does 
that operation amount to? 

Mr. Smiru. Yes, sir. We assembled data with respect to that and 
it was set forth in our statement. At the present rate of dredging— 
and I want to qualify that—it is costing approximately $150,000 a 
year. But it must be realized many industries are not dredging to 
the fullest extent that their property would justify merely because 
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it is so expensive. In other words, to point this up, 2 of the com- 
panies, the 2 divisions of Allied Chemical, used to bring deepwater 
ships into their pier, and they dredged to 28 to 30 feet. It is now so 
expensive that they only dredge to 10 or 12 feet and bring their 
material in in barges. They bring it in barges or lighters up to their 
pier because it is cheaper to do that and is better than maintaining 
the depth of water necessary to bring in the deep-draft ships. 

Mr. Gentry. Is it not very uneconomical to do it that way? 

Mr. Smirn. They have an investment, and the only way they can 
protect it is doing it the way that they do. The Edgewater Oil Ter- 
minal property is using 30 tankers a year, and they are expanding 
and plan to put in 100 tankers a year. They have to stop their 
tankers down the bay and offload them at a cost of $1,200 per ship in 
order to make the ship light enough to get into the depth of water that 
they can now economically maintain. 

So if every industry maintained the depth of water that they would 
like to have and would need to carry on their normal operations, it 
would cost them a half a million. 

Mr. Gentry. Thank you, Mr. Smith, for your excellent statement. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Smith is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF DoNALD W. SMITH, VICE PRESIDENT, 
SEATRAIN LINES, INC. 


I. INTRODUCTION 


My name is Donald W. Smith. I am vice president of Seatrain Lines, Inc., a 
steamship company owning a ship terminal at Edgewater, N. J., and I am appear- 
ing today in behalf of the Edgewater Manufacturers Association. 

This association, as the name signifies, consists of most of the companies hay- 
ing plant facilities in Edgewater, N. J., but, what is not so evident, these com- 
panies are, almost without exception, owners of waterfront property. An 
examination of a map of Edgewater will disclose that this community consists 
of a narrow strip of land approximately 3 miles long and less than a third of a 
mile wide, bounded on the east by the Hudson River and on the west by a steep 
cliff. The confines of this narrow strip are such that a large portion of the 
industrial property in this borough fronts on the Hudson River. 

Geographically, Edgewater lies about 3 miles north of the Lincoln Tunnel 
and about 1 mile south of the George Washington Bridge. It is served by tracks 
of the New York Central Railroad’s west shore division and by the New York, 
Susquehanna & Western Railroad. 

Over a period of many years, the natural advantages of Edgewater—its close- 
ness to the heart of the metropolitan area combined with its freedom from 
metropolitan traffic conjestion, its fine rail facilities, and its strategic water- 
front location, have attracted some of the top industries of our country to locate 
plants on this narrow strip of land. The roster of these companies includes 
National Sugar Refining Co., Aluminum Company of America, Archer-Daniels 
Midland, Hills Bros. Coffee, Ford Motor Co., General Chemical Co., the Barrett 
division of Allied Chemical & Dye, Lever Bros., and Spencer Kellogg & Sons. 
It is doubtful if any other community of similar geographical proportions can 
boast such an impressive array of the cream of American industry. 

Here in a borough with a population of 4,024 (1950 census) waterfront indus- 
try alone accounts for a total employment roll of 6,000 men and women and 
supports an annual payroll in excess of $26 million, while waterfront industry 
alone pays over 90 percent of all the taxes collected in the borough. 

But what is happening to this once thriving industrial community? The 
National Sugar Refinery has been sold, the buildings demolished, and the present 
owners are trying to find a purchaser. Archer-Daniels Midland is closing out 
its Edgewater operations and is seeking a buyer for its land and facilities, 
The Ford Motor Co.’s great assembly line is soon to be closed down, and that 
vast plant too will go on the market. The huge United States Navy Medical 
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Supply Depot has been shut down, with another piece of waterfront property 
soon to be thrown on the market. 

Ordinarily it would be expected that such property would be snatched up at 
once by other industries eager to find such beautifully situated waterfront 
locations, but this is not the case. And the closing of these plants results in 
the remaining industries having to carry even a heavier share of the burden 
of supporting the community. 


Il. THE PROBLEM 


There is, in our opinion, one paramount factor which has effectively destroyed 
the value of this once extremely desirable land. That is the intolerable problem 
of maintaining usable depths of water along the piers and bulkheads of the 
riverfront. Siltation along the New Jersey shore north of Weehawken (3 
miles to the south) has always been somewhat heavier than in many other 
parts of the port of New York, but two conditions have arisen which have made 
the cost of removing silt deposits economically unsound for the full and proper 
use of the waterfront. 

First, the development within the last few years of ships of much deeper draft 
than was previously customary has required the dredging of deeper slips and 
channels. Whereas a few years ago 25 feet was considered deep for a vessel’s 
draft, today drafts of 30 feet and up are common. 

Second, and much more important, is the condition which has developed 
since World War II, wherein siltation has increased enormously for reasons 
which, we believe, are attributable directly to certain war emergency measures 
which were taken between 1942 and 1945. In New York Harbor, regulations 
of the United States Corps of Engineers require that all mud, silt, and sand 
removed from docks, slips, and channels be either deposited ashore in such a way 
that they cannot slip back into the harbor, or carried out several miles to sea 
and dumped. The former method, while much cheaper, has rather limited 
application, principally because there are few locations where such dredging 
spoils can be conveniently deposited. Hence the second method is almost 
universally employed. This requires that pier owners or lessees must employ 
dredging companies to scoop up the mud, deposit it into special dump-scows, 
tow it a distance (from Edgewater) of at least 25 miles, dump it, and then 
return the scows for the next load. This procedure is extremely costly, and 
when circumstances require that the operation be repeated as often as 2 and 3 
times per annum, the expense becomes staggering. 

The reason which we advance for the increase in siltation since World War 
II is, we believe, both elementary and sound. As a result of the submarine 
menace commencing early in 1942, the War Department permitted dredging 
spoils to be dumped in the Hudson River, along the easterly shore, at a 
point just north or the George Washington Bridge. During the next 3 
years a grand total of over 20 million cubic yards of material were so deposited 
in this location. Attached to this statement will be found a reproduction of the 
United States Coast and Geodetic Survey chart of this portion of the river on 
which I have designated (A) the dumping area. An inspection of a similar chart 
prepared in 19839 shows that just north of the bridge there was then a channel 
depth of 135 feet of water, whereas today, as a result of the wartime dumping, 
this has been reduced by more than half. Furthermore, a huge underwater 
mound or promontory has been created in this location. 

A study of the enclosed chart will show that on the east bank just at the bridge 
the land forms a small but distinct point known as Fort Washington Point, pro- 
jecting into the river just below the dumping ground. It is this point of land 
which diverts the ebb-tide current flow toward the west and causes the silt, 
which is always present in the stream as it descends, to be directed against the 
New Jersey shore. I have indicated this directional flow by arrows on the 
chart. 

The dumping of this huge volume of silt, mud and sand just above Fort Wash- 
ington Point has had a twofold effect. First, it has created a channel only 
one-half as deep as previously. When a given volume of water has to make its 
way through a channel only one-half as big as before, the result is an increase in 
velocity. This leads to and aggravates the second effect. The higher velocity of 
the current flowing through this smaller channel naturally picks up and carries 
with it a much greater volume of silt, and the huge manmade mountain of ma- 
terial is thus gradually being eaten away by the ebb-tide currents. As this 
current, supercharged with silt, impinges on the Edgewater shore, the results 
are obvious, and catastrophic for the owners of waterfront property. It is this, 
we earnestly submit, which has caused today’s siltation problem at Edgewater. 
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Ill. THE EFFECT 


Let us examine what effect this is having on industry, property values, and 
the community. 

1. The old National Sugar Refining property has become a drug on the market. 
The present owner has been unable to interest any buyer, because the waterfront 
no longer has any value in view of the maintenance problem. 

2. Archer-Daniels Midland is closing down its Edgewater plant and, though 
its property has been on the market for months, there have been no takers. 

3. The Ford Motor Co. is soon to close down its huge Edgewater assembly line. 
The company originally located its plant at Edgewater with the intention of re- 
ceiving from and delivering to deep-sea vessels at its own piers. The increase 
in the siltation has caused that company to abandon their practice of handling 
to and from steamers at their own piers, and has doubtless been a factor in the 
decision to abandon their Edgewater location. They found that the rate of 
siltation increased by 30 percent between 1940 and 1944 and by the end of the 
war it had become so heavy that they discontinued all attempts to maintain deep 
berths. 

4. The United States Navy medical supply depot has been closed and declared 
surplus for Navy needs. It is now in the hands of the Real Estate Division of the 
Department of Yards and Docks, and we predict that the lack of interest in this 
waterfront location will result in a heavy loss to the Government in trying to 
dispose of it. 

5. The Barrett Division and General Chemical Co., both subsidiaries of Allied 
Chemical & Dye, have found that they can no longer bring deep-sea vessels to 
their piers with the raw materials they need. Instead, everything must be han- 
dled down the harbor into shallow-draft lighters which can then be brought into 
their Edgewater berths. The cost of this multiple handling is very burdensome. 

6. The Edgewater Oil Terminal finds that it can no longer afford to maintain 
depths of water sufficient to accommodate tankers at full draft, but must trans- 
ship part of their tanker cargoes to barges down the bay before they can dock 
at their Edgewater terminal. Each such operation represents an expense of 
$1,200. On the basis of 100 tankers per annum, this amounts to $120,000 per 
year alone in addition to the cost of dredging. 

7. Seatrain Lines, Inc., the company which I represent, has found to its dismay 
that the new pier which it built at Edgewater at a cost of over $2 million after 
World War II, requires approximately 8 times as much dredging for bare 
maintenance purposes as did its prewar pier at Hoboken, N. J., only 5 miles 
downriver. Instead of dredging at the rate of 15,000 cubic yards per year, Sea- 
train now must dredge at the rate of 120,000 cubic yards per year. The cost of 
this one item of terminal maintenance alone is enough to pay the rent on an 
equivalent pier in another location in the harbor where there is no dredging 
problem. 

8. The New York, Susquehanna & Western Railroad, which serves all the 
industries in Edgewater, itself owns a substantial parcel of waterfront property 
for which it can neither find a purchaser nor a lessee. Furthermore, this rail- 
road depends heavily on traffic originating or terminating with industries in 
Kdgewater. The loss of any industry, without the substitution of another in its 
place, has had, and will have, a most serious effect on this vital transportation 
facility. 

Even with the restricted use of their facilities it has been necessary for 
waterfront industries in Edgewater to spend an average of $150,000 per year 
just to keep abreast of the increasing influx of site deposits, and this sum would 
be multiplied severalfold if each facility were to be kept dredged out to accom- 
modate the type of traffic for which it was originally designed. 


IV. THE SOLUTION 


There are, in our opinion, several alternative methods of giving relief to this 
intolerable situation. However, before setting forth a suggestion that publie 
funds be used for this purpose, I wish to emphasize that, in our considered 
judgment, the problem that we face today has, in great measure, resulted from 
actions taken by our Federal Government as emergency measures during 
World War II. We feel that since the huge volume of silt was deposited north 
of the George Washington Bridge by reason of the public interest, it is only fair 
to ask that our Federal Government at least restore the conditions that prevailed 
prewar, or make some provisions that would tend to equalize siltation problems 
with those prevailing throughout the rest of the harbor. 
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There are several ways in which this could be done: 
First, a direct subsidy to waterfront property owners. We do not advocate 
such a solution. It is open to abuse and criticism and would be difficult to 
apportion equitably among the various interested parties. 

Second, have the United States Corps of Engineers undertake to do the dredg- 
ing of the private berths. This, we feel, is subject to the same dangers and 
problems as the direct subsidy method. 

Third, remove the entire mountain of silt which was dumped north of the 
George Washington Bridge in order to restore the width and depth of the 
channel to its former dimensions. We feel that the cost of this method would be 
out of all proportions to the cost of any of the other possible solutions. We 
have no exact data as to the cost to the Government of the operation of one of 
the Corps of Engineers dredges, but even using a highly conservative figure of 
40 cents per cubic yard (the rate paid by private industry is now 72 cents per 
cubic yard) it can he seen that the cost of removing 15 to 20 million yards of 
material would run from 6 to 8 million dollars. 

Fourth, permit property owners to keep their slips and berths clear by deposit- 
ing the silt into the river on the ebb tide. When necessary to maintain proper 
channel depths, the Corps of Engineers could then remove the material to sea 
in one of their hopper dredges. There is nothing novel about this plan. It is 
being used regularly in other ports of the United States. From my personal 
knowledge I can point to Savannah, Ga., and New Orleans, La. At Savannah, 
the pier owner deposits silt into the Savannah River on the ebb tide, and the 
Corps of Engineers, which has a dredge assigned full time to that port, under- 
takes to keep the main channel clear. At New Orleans, berths are cleared by 
pumping silt into the center of the Mississippi River. This method permits the 
use of hydraulic suction dredges, which are far less expensive than the slow and 
cumbersome dipper dredge. The cost of maintaining and towing dump-scows is 
eliminated, and the cost per cubic yard is reduced to manageable proportions. 
In my opinion the Edgewater waterfront could be dredged hydraulically for not 
more than 15 cents per yard as contrasted to the 72 cents per yard that is 
currently being quoted, provided the spoils could be deposited through pipelines 
into the main channel. 

It is this fourth method that we urge as being a fair and sensible solution to 
the problem, and one which would, we believe, result in the lowest combined 
cost to industry and Government. We believe that the cost to Government of 
removing silt so deposited in the channel would be substantially less than 
$80,000 per annum—a low price indeed when compared to a cost of 6 to 8 million 
dollars to remove the silt from the wartime dumping ground. 

As a final recommendation, we urge that funds be appropriated to provide for 
a careful review survey by the Corps of Engineers, including the construction 
of a suitable model, with a view to determining what means, if any, could he 
adopted to provide a permanent solution to the problem. Changes in channel 
location, construction of wing walls or jetties, breakwaters, or bulkheads, which 
might divert the stream of silt to a location where it would be less damaging— 
all these should come under investigation in such a review survey. Col. J. U. 
Allen of the Corps of Engineers estimated in December of 1954 that such a study 
would cost about $200,000, but in view of limited appropriations, he was unable 
to recommend that it be undertaken. We feel that his estimate is on the high 
side but even if it should be accurate, we believe it is a cheap price to pay for 
an opportunity to come to grips with the problem in an intelligent manner with 
a view to a long-range solution to the eventual benefit of all. 


Mr. Genrry. Mr. Joseph is our next witness. Mr. Joseph is the 
plant superintendent of the Barrett Division, Allied Chemical & Dye 
Corp. 


STATEMENT OF W. E. JOSEPH, CHAIRMAN OF THE EDGEWATER 
INDUSTRIAL COMMITTEE AND EDGEWATER PLANT MANAGER, 
BARRETT DIVISION, ALLIED CHEMICAL & DYE CORP. 


Mr. Josepu. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I speak 
in several capacities. First, I speak as chairman of the Edgewater 
Industrial Committee—a group of citizens and business leaders serv- 
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ing voluntarily at the request of the Edgewater Borough mayor and 
council. 

Second, I speak as the Edgewater plant manager, Barrett Divi- 
sion, Allied Chemical & Dye Corp., for both the Barrett Division and 
General Chemical Division of Allied Chemical. 

Allied Chemical has very deep roots in Edgewater. As proof I 
would like you to look at several pencil sketches and pictures that I 
took and actually cut out of the frames of proteres in my office. One 
of them is a photo of the Barrett Co. employees in 1901, and a pen- 
ciled sketch which was believed to have been made in the 1870's. 

The General Chemical Division came to Edgewater at about that 
time. 

The drawings point out the importance of the Hudson waterfront to 
our company—the dock and loaded boats are in the very center of the 
pictures. That is a pencil sketch of the same setup indicating the 
wharf and the relationship to the Palisades at the top, and the ‘Tela- 
tionship to the river at the lower end, so that the Hudson has been 
our heart and soul, as you can see, for many years. 

The last thing I ‘would like you to look at is a photograph of our em- 
ployees in one of our departments which was taken in 1901. That is an- 
other indication that we have deep roots in this community. The 
names of all the employees are listed there, and were given to us by 
one of our trusted employees, who has just retired after 54 years of 
continuous service in that very department. 

So you can see that our roots go way back into the late 1800s. 

At present almost 100 percent of General’s raw materials and about 
60 percent of Barrett’s raw materials arrive by water. About 80 per- 
cent of General’s shipments and about 40 percent of Barrett’s ship- 
ments are also made by water. 

As far as records and memory go, Allied has dredged at Edgewater 
to maintain its dock facilities usable. However, the physical amount 
removed has increased greatly during the last 13 years to the point 
where oceangoing V essels have stopped mooring here. In 1951 we de- 
cided the dredging cost was so prohibitive that we now only skim the 
surface needed to bri ing in barges and lighters. 

Steamers dock in Weehawken and adjs cent ports, transfer their 
loads to barges for transshipment to Edgewater. The cost of this 
transfer I roughly estimate at about four times the receiving cost 
direct. 

But dredging for barges is becoming even more burdensome. 
Dredge now : and 6 months later you are again in trouble. Moorings 
are now closely made to fit in with the tides. Only yesterday I saw a 
flock of gulls on the large island of muck some several hundred feet off 
our shore. 

I am not going to burden you with statistics; others will give you 
plenty. 

But, gentlemen, increased freight costs are making it difficult to 
compete fairly with other concerns, let alone with our other more 
favorably situated plants. Along with other factors, the time may 
come when we will restrict operations in Edgewater—a loss to our 
employees, our borough, and our company alike. 

The shutdown of a plant brings me to the major problem faced by 
the Edgewater Industrial Committee. Our group has just decided 
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that the siltation of the Hudson River is our No. 1 priority Edgewater 
problem. 

Edgewater now has, or shortly will have, 11 major industrial sites 
vacant. 

The removal of the Ford Motor Co. to Mahwah is the latest in the 
series. 

Removals and shutdowns are not too bad in themselves, unless we 

cannot replace them promptly. Gentlemen, we are not; and the bor- 
sauce prosperity and welfare are thereby seriously threatened. In- 
dustry already pays 90 percent of the borough’s taxes. 

In nearly all cases the expensive dredging item is nipping in the bud 
many otherwise legitimate inquiries about E dgewater properties. 

Where does the Federal Government come into the picture? Why 
are we appealing to you for help? 

Industry is not shirking its share of the Hudson River dredging 
costs. Rather, we believe the Federal Government is largely responst- 
ble for the increased cubical content of silt in the Hudson. During 
1942-45, as mentioned by others, dredge scows from the entire lower 
Hudson River were ordered, because of the submarine hazard, to 
deposit 20 million cubic yards of silt at a spot on the east bank of the 
Hudson just north of the George Washington Bridge. 

We believe the effect of this deposition was to alter the direction 
and speed of the river current. Net result: rapid and large deposits 
of silt on the west bank of the Hudson in the Edgewater area. 

I could be facetious and say that everything that goes up certainly 
has to come down. 

We understand the depth of the river at the point of deposit in 
1945 was reduced from 135 to 50 feet. 

Others have proposals for your help. We join those requests: 

(1) A prompt and thorough survey to accurately gage the problem 
and its causes. 

(2) Federal dredging of the Hudson River in our area to whatever 
depth is finally settled upon. 

3) Permission for industries to discharge silt and muck from their 
respective areas into the main channel where Federal dredges would 
handle the material. 

This last request is not a new practice. We understand the Savan- 
nah Harbor dredging problem is similarly handled. Industrial costs 
would be reduced. by about 80 percent. Dredging could then be ex- 
pected by industry at rapid intervals. 

Thus, Congressmen, I want to make an honest, earnest, and frank 
appeal for your support—on behalf of my State, my county, my dis- 
trict, my borough, my company, and my own plant—for myself and 
the men and women who work with me. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Gentry. That is a very fine presentation on behalf of your posi- 
tion. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Rocers. I have one or two questions, Mr. Chairman. How long 
have you been with your company ? 

Mr. Josrrn. I have been with my company 22 years. 

Mr. Rogers. Did you have to do much dredging before the war? 

Mr. Josern. We have alw: ays done dredging. “Yes. 

Mr. Rogers. And you had a siltation problem there ? 
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Mr. Josepu. There was a continuing siltation problem but it in- 
creased rapidly. 

Mr. Rogers. I recognize the problem increased during the war 
years, but there was a problem before the war? 

Mr. Josprn. Yes. Just citing one year as an example, Mr. Smith 
mentioned 200,000 cubic yards. We alone, in 1946, dredged out 100,- 
000 cubic yards ourselves. 

Mr. Rocers. I believe the mayor testified there were about 14 in- 
dustrial sites along in your area there. Is that about right? 

Mr. Joseru. He mentioned the fact that some of them are con- 
sidered as an integral unit. Even though I mentioned a different 
number, they are owned by different parties such as the Th awalian 
Sugar Co. "The area there is actually owned by 3 or 4 different in- 
dividual people, but it is considered as one industrial site. 

Mr. Rogers. In your testimony I believe you say nine are vacant or 
will be. 

Mr. JoserH. There are nine different areas that are actually vacant. 
They could be considered probably as 4 or 5 different industrial sites, 
but the ownership is in 9 different hands. 

Mr. Rocrers. Then it would not be 9 out of 14% 

Mr. Josern. No. 

Mr. Rogers. I would be 4 or 5? 

Mr. JosepH. Four or five out of the fourteen. Yes. 

Mr. Rogers. That is all. 

Mr. Gentry. Are there any other questions by the members of Mr. 
Joseph ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Gentry. Thank you, Mr. Joseph. The next witness is Mr. 
Leon Leighton. Mr. Leighton is vice president of the New York, 
Susquehanna & Western Railroad. 


STATEMENT OF LEON LEIGHTON, VICE PRESIDENT, NEW YORK, 
SUSQUEHANNA & WESTERN RAILROAD CO. 


Mr. Letauton. Before saying a very few words about the Susque- 
hanna Railroad, I would like to answer Congressman Burnside’s and 
Congressman Rogers’ question about this Government facility. We 
are naturally very much interested in developing industry at Edge- 
water, which we serve. I have been in touch with both.the Ford 
Motor Co. and the General Services Administration. It occurred to 
us that if the naval facility can be offered as a unit with the Ford 
plant it would make a very desirable purchase for some industry that 
would find adequate room with the two facilities and which did not 
have adequate room with the one. In talking to the property man- 
ager of the Ford Motor Co. he indicated that one of the other divi- 
sions of Ford might be interested in that type of facility. 

The Ford division itself had to move to Mahwah because they found 
their own plant inadequate for manufacture. They produce about 
800 cars a day, and this plant was adequate for only 600 cars. He 
would be willing to submit the proposition to the Lincoln and Mer- 
cury and ¢ ‘ontinental divisions with some hope it would be accepted 
by one of those if the naval facility could be tied in with it. 

Unfortunately in that, as in so many other problems, you run into 
a segmentation of Government departments. I talked to the General 
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Services Administration regional manager and asked if he would be 
interested in having a representative at the hearing. He said it was 
their policy to keep hands off these matters. 

As Congressman Burnside indicates, there could be a serious loss 
to the Government and one that any Congressman would feel very 
sore about if you offer that facility at a sacrifice of a million or a mil- 
lion and a half dollars because of a siltation problem and then found it 
is cleared up in a year or two and the organization that bought it at 
a bargain got the better of it. 

So if it is not out of order, if your subcommittee should decide to 
recommend a study by the Army engineers, I think it might be appro- 
priate to notify the General Services Administration of that fact so 
that they would be on notice of it when they offer this facility and 
might better negotiate it. 

Mr. Burnsiwe. I wish to compliment the gentleman on that state- 
ment. 

Mr. Leicuton. I say that though it is not to the interest of Susque- 
hanna because it would be to our advantage to have the plant sold as 
soon as possible for operation. But we feel, long range, as citizens, 
we would benefit from having the Government realize the most it can 
from that facility. I told Mr. Becker the same thing. We are cer- 
tainly prepared to forego traffic for a year or two, although we need 
the traffic sorely, in order to see that the Government realizes what it 
should. 

Mr. Roeers. I think that is a very fine suggestion. If the General 
Services Administration can work with the Ford Motor Corp. to 
work out some kind of sale I think they ought to. I move that this 
committee make a request to the General Services Administration to 
look into the situation and report to the committee what can be done. 

Mr. Leicuron. In view of your suggestion I would like to file the 
blueprint which our engineering department prepared, which shows 
the location of the plant. The reason why Ford had to move away was 
that they had raaliaan parking space and inadequate space for the 
storage of cars for export. At Mahwah they had all of the room 
they needed. But, as I said, a company with a smaller production, 
especially if it were engaged in export, would find this location would 
be ideal. 

If we cannot interest another division of the Ford Motor Co. we will 
contact Chrysler and we plan to contact General Motors and some of 
the independents too because a company with a more limited produc- 
tion would find this facility very good assuming they pay a very good 
price for the naval depot. Because money is no object to them if they 
find it is a good plant for one of their companies. They would be 
interested in it unless they could not bring oceangoing vessels up there 
because that would be the whole purpose of buil ing a plant for 
export. 

A brief word about Susquehanna’s interest in this thing. I do not 
come here to plead poverty, but the fact is that we have been in 
bankruptcy for 14 years and came out 2 years ago after a very drastic 
reorganization. If this situation in this area is not corrected we will 
be in very bad condition, and we will go into the bankruptcy court 
again. 
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The Interstate Commerce Commission, as some of you gentlemen 
know, which has been criticized by other committees for this drastic 
nature of their organizations, have wiped out the equity completely 
of the common and preferred stockholders in the recapitalization. 
They recapitalized it on the basis that the railroad could earn $650,000. 
In the last 2 years we earned about $525,000, so we were even short of 
the extremely conservative estimate that the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission made. 

Our total freight revenues are $5.3 million; $2.7 million, or 50 
percent, comes out of the Edgewater area. So it does not require 
advanced mathematics to indicate what would happen to the railroad 
if we lost another industry like Ford. Ford alone accounted for 
$800,000 of the gross revenues to us, of which I figure roughly 50 per- 
cent, or $400,000, was carried through to net. 

Mr. Gentry. What was that? 

Mr. Leienton. $400,000 was carried through to net. $800,000 was 
the gross revenue and $400,000 was net. ‘That wipes out our whole 
amount available for fixed charges. Unless we can get another in- 
dustry to replace it we will be surely seeking the sanctuary of the 
bankruptcy court again. 

Also, we will not be able to carry out our obligation as a public- 
service corporation in these communities of northern New Jersey, in 
many of whe we are the sole carrier at the present time. The situa- 
tion will be catastrophic. 

As far as the borough of Edgewater is concerned, my acquaintance 
with it is quite recent, but I visited the public schools 2 weeks ago 
and was tremendously impressed with the high quality of the educa- 
tional facilities that they are offering. 

The school is so good that Bergen County is using their classes 
for all of the handicapped children. It is pathetic to see how those 
children are carefully nursed through all of their problems to give 
them a decent education. That was made possible only because in- 
dustry pays such a large volume of taxes to this borough. Because 
no residential community where the impact of taxes is borne directly 
by the householder would permit that type of educational expendi- 
ture from which the borough itself derives no direct benefit. 

These gentlemen have pointed out it is not a case where we talk 
about something for natdiaee, We have a situation where we are 
not asking for any help, but just that a study be made to see what is 
wrong. The amount of money as I have made clear in my statement, 
is In my opinion only a fraction of the increased value which you 
would realize from the naval facility if you were able to sell this prop- 
erty. Because it would cost the purchaser $150,000 a year to dredge 
the property, and he would capitalize the property at 10 percent and 
reduce his offering price by a million and a half. 

It is more than a matter of mathematics. It is a matter of psy- 
chological effect. Business today is so geared that if people run into 
a difficulty which is evident it becomes a sespelatbcsrteel hazard and is 
enough to deter them from even considering it. If you throw any 
scare into them, such as a siltation problem, they will say, “We will 
forget about Edgewater. There are other places we can find in this 
country to build our plant.” 

Mr. Gentry. Thank you very much, Mr. Leighton, for an excellent 
presentation. Are there any questions ? 
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Mr. Scupper. Is there a plan under way, or have you considered a 
plan, where you might secure cooperation from the Army engineers or 
the Federal Government in solving the problem, other ‘than your re- 
quest to be allowed to dump the dredgings into the river ? 

Mr. Leieuton. I do not know enough about that. I am not an 
engineer. But I would say from my limited experience, without 
a knowledge of the problem, I do not think any plan would be worth 
pursuing. As I an rstand this proposal by the port authority, it is 
that a complete study be made so that we could be sure what the 
trouble is. Then if the study indicates something can be done we 
inay be back before you gentlemen again to discuss that further. 

Mr. Scupper. A preliminary study of your problem should not be 
an expensive job, because as I understand your testimony it is a mat- 
ter of transporting the ae The Army engineers can determine 
without great expense whether or not the Federal Government should 
permit the dumping of the dredgings into the river, which might have 
to be again dredged and hauled to sea; or, they might rec ‘ommend 
some plan of cooperative action where the Federal Government might 
assume a part of the cost of moving the dredgings into the deep channel 
or to the ocean where it would not interfere with navigation. 

Mr. LergHron. I could not contribute anything on that. I took the 
figure from the Army engineers, which was $200,000 to $250,000 for 
the study. When the study comes up you would have to put good 
engineering talent to work on it to see what we can recommend. 

Mr. Scupprr. It seems to me that it would not require very much 
money to develop a report sufficient to determine whether it would be 
a good policy to permit the dumping of dredgings into the river, 
which might necessitate the Federal Government being required at 
some future time to again dredge the area and haul the same to sea. 
I do not see much of a problem except as to your own suggestion as 
to what it would cost to dredge. 

You more than likely have sufficient information as to what it will 
cost to dredge the affected area so as to permit of navigation, and 
previous witnesses have stated you are willing to do at your own 
expense, that is, dredge the area and dump the dredgings into the 
river. Have you any “idea as to the difference in cost for dredging 
and disposal to a safe area? Possibly a solution might be found 
where a part of the cost might be assumed by the F ederal Government. 

Mr. Leicuron. That was Mr. Smith’s suggestion, if I understand 
your question correctly. A very large percentage of the present 
dredging cost is involved in taking the silt from the middle of the 
Hudson River and carrying it all the way down to the bay where 
they have to dump it. It has to come down through all of this area, 
which is very expensive. But I would suggest, if I may differ with 
Mr. Smith—though we are on the same side—I would rather see 
the Federal Government spend the $200,000 for a survey, because 
it may be that even the expense he suggested might be avoided and 
there might be a less expensive way of solvi ing the problem. 

If the Government were to dredge all the way from the Edgewater 
area and take it all the way down the bay, the expense might be 
fairly substantial. Before suggesting that as a possible solution it 
would seem to me all other possibilities ought to be investigated. 
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We should at least find out how much that operation would cost 
before we come before any congressional committee and ask that it 
be done. 

I am not sure if I understood your question correctly. If I have 
not answered you fully, please correct me. 

Mr. Scupper. That is about what I had in mind. As I see your 
problem you are in a position to dredge if you could dump the dredg- 
ings into the river near the location. 

Mr. Letcuron. That is right. 

Mr. Scupper. The difference between dumping at the location and 
transporting the dredgings to a safe disposal area seems to be your 
problem. I think that line of investigation might assist you. Also, 
whether the Federal Government could pick up ‘the cost of the differ- 
ence between dumping in the river and transportation to a safe 
dumping place. That is the question. 

There must be some area where the local and Federal interests 
could get together. 

Mr. Letcuron. If I may say so I think it would be presumptious 
of us to suggest to the Army engineers what course of inquiry they 
should take. That is one possibility. They might come up with 
others. I think it would be far better for the Government and 
industry if the Army engineers had an unrestricted scope as to what 
they were going to investigate and then come back with their re port. 

It may be that they will wind up with that as the only solution, 
but I think everyone would be better satisfied if they realized that 
is what an investigation produced. I have had a great deal of expe- 
rience in investigations of this sort and know if you pinpoint the 
results before you make the survey I do not think the survey will 
be as helpful as it might be otherwise. 

Mr. Scupper. That is all. 

Mr. Gentry. Are there any other questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Gentry. Thank you very much, Mr. Leighton. Mr. O’Brien 
will be the next witness. 

Without objection the prepared statement of Mr. Leighton will 
be made a part of the record at this point. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Leighton is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THE NEW YORK, SUSQUEHANNA & WESTERN RAILROAD Co. 


My name is Leon Leighton. I am vice president of the New York, Susque- 
hanna & Western Railroad Co. (hereinafter called Susquehanna) and 
appearing today in it behalf. 

Susquehanna’s interest in this problem arises from the fact that it is abso- 
lutely dependent for its continued existence and solvency upon the substantial 
traffic which it derives from the industries located at Edgewater whose business 
has been adversely affected by this siltation. If there should be any appreciable 
diminution in the volume of business received by Susquehanna from Edgewater, 
the railroad would again be forced into reorganization under section 77 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, having emerged therefrom only 2 years ago after a proceeding 
lasting for 16 years. 

Susquehanna, therefore, respectfully urges the committee to authorize an 
appropriation of approximately $250,000 for the purpose of making a complete 
study of this siltation problem and the most effective method of remedying it. 


am 
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Susquehanna filed a petition for reorganization on June 1, 1937, and emerged 
from reorganization on May 25, 1953. 

The recapitalization was a drastic one. The only ones who escaped unscathed 
were the holders of terminal 5 percent bonds aggregating $2 million in principal 
amount. The preferred stock and the common stock, in the aggregate par value 
of $26 million, were completely wiped out. Holders of Midland first mortgage 
5 percent bonds, having claims aggregating $4.7 million, received 78.4 percent 
of their claim in new bonds and 21.6 percent in new preferred stock. Holders 
of first and refunding mortgage 5 percent bonds, having an aggregate claim of 
$5.1 million, received 35.3 percent of their claim in new bonds, 38.3 percent in new 
preferred stock, and 26.4 percent in new common stock. Holders of second 
mortgage 41%4 percent bonds and of general mortgage 5 percent bonds, having 
aggregate claims of $4 million, received 100 percent of their claims in new com- 
mon stock. 

The Interstate Commerce Commission estimated that the net income avail- 

able for fixed charges would be $650,000 per annum. On the basis of such esti- 
mate, the reorganization plan provided for the following charges: 
Fixed interest $209, 623 
Additions and betterments and sinking fund 105, 000 
Contingent interest 112, 500 
Preferred stock dividends 


Total fixed and contingent interest and preferred dividend 
charges 


The factual earnings available for these charges were: 


$678, 335 
538, 953 
529, 619 

It will thus be seen that in the last 2 years Susquehanna has failed to earn 
any dividends on the preferred stock or on the common stock, both of which were 
issued in exchange for the claims of old bondholders. 

The total freight revenues of Susquehanna in 1954 were $5.3 million; $2.7 of 
this, or 51 percent of the total, was represented by traffic originating from 
industries located in Edgewater and moving to connections, or received from 
connections and delivered to industries at Edgewater. The adverse effect of 
the siltation will undoubtedly substantially reduce this traffic. It needs no 
mathematical demonstration to show that a loss of any substantial amount 
of this traffic would make Susquehanna’s financial condition even more pre- 
carious and would seriously impair its ability to perform its obligation as a 
common carrier to the many communities in northern New Jersey it presently 
serves. 

The Port of New York Authority and other technical witnesses will demon- 
strate to the committee why the injury to the harbor facilities caused by this 
siltation may induce industries presently located there to move therefrom, and 
act as a strong deterrent to the inmigration of new industries. 

The following brief résumé will be sufficient for this presentation. 

Seatrain Lines is absolutely dependent upon harbor facilities for its coast- 
wise transportation operation. Seatrain originally located at Edgewater be- 
cause of the advantageous harbor facilities, and has indicated plans for sub- 
stantial expansion if those facilities can be maintained at the proper standard. 

As far as industry is concerned, the area has no advantages for a plant loca- 
tion other than the harbor facilities; in fact, it has serious disadvantages which 
can be outweighed only by proper harbor facilities. 

The area is less than one-third of a mile wide, its western boundary being 
the steep cliff of the Palisades. This makes parking facilities practically un- 
available, that being one of the reasons why Ford is moving away. The irony 
of the situation is shown by the fact that Aluminum Co. has just purchased a 
strip of waterfront property in order to provide parking for its employees. which 
is an indication of both the great need for parking facilities and of the unsuit- 
ability of the harbor for the primary purpose for which it was intended. 

Ford used to have harbor facilities adequate for the use of oceangoing vessels. 
Their method of operations has changed in recent years so that they were 
able to handle their export business by lighterage down the Hudson River to 
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oceangoing piers. It may well be that another automobile or mass production 
company would find the Ford plant utilizable only if its former availability for 
oceangoing vessels were restored. 

The United States Naval Medical Depot adjoins the Ford plant on the south. 
This plant also had suitable harbor facilities when it was previously owned 
by Corn Products Refining Co., which facilities have been seriously impaired by 
the siltation. The United States Navy has now offered the plant for sale. Its 
desirability to industry would be substantially enhanced if proper deep water 
facilities were assured. It may well be that the increased price thus obtainable 
for this piece of property owned by the Government would more than offset the 
cost of remedying the entire situation in the Borough of Edgewater. 

Barrett Co. and General Chemical Co. presently require deepwater facilities 
for the importation of their raw materials. They have been located at this point 
for nearly a century. The other industries do not presently require deepwater 
facilities. But no one can foresee whether changes in world economic con- 
ditions may make it necessary for them to have such facilities in the future. 


B 


Because of the unique fiscal situation in Edgewater, the removal of one in- 
dustry is likely to have a blighting effect on the other industries there. As each 
industry moves out, a disproportionate tax burden is cast upon the remaining 
industries, which makes the area much less desirable as an industrial location. 

The unique fiscal situation in Edgewater arises from the fact that 78 percent 
of the total assessments are accounted for by the industries served by the Sus- 
quehanna, and an additional 4.5 percent by Susquehanna’s own assessment, the 
total accounting for 82.5 percent of the assessments. Annexed hereto, marked 
“Exhibit A,” is a detailed statement of these assessments and of the taxes paid 
by each industry. 

It is true that if an industry moves away, the assessment for land and build- 
ings is not necessarily reduced, though the assessment for the personalty inside 
the building is. But if the building remains untenanted and is allowed to 
fall into a state of disrepair and delapidation, it may result in a substantial re- 
duction in the assessment of the building. This has already happened in the 
case of thet National Sugar Refining property at the northern end of Edge- 
water, and is likely to happen to the Archer-Daniels-Midland property which 
has been vacated by that company, if it is not soon tenanted by another industry. 
Such reduction in assessment increases the burden cast upon the remaining 
industries. 

This reduction in ratables is of concern, not only to Susquehanna and to the 
industries there, but to the Edgewater municipality. Edgewater supports an 
excellent system of public schools, and has other municipal services which rank 
among the best in Bergen County. If the ratables of the industries decrease, 
the municipality will be unable to perform the same quality of services. The 
importance of these industries’ taxes to Edgewater is graphically shown on 
exhibit B hereto, which is a comparison of the per capita assessment in Edge- 
water and in the other municipalities in Bergen County having assessments of 
$15 million or more. It will be seen that the per capita assessment in Edgewater 
is $6,003. The next higher per capita assessment is $3,508 in Paramus, which 
is atso largely developed for commercial purposes. The per capita assesssments 
in the other municipalities range from a high of $2,366 in Ridgewood to a low 
of $871 in Lyndhurst, the median being $1,561 in Fair Lawn. 

In addition to this blighting effect on Edgewater itself, the removal of 
these industries will have a serious effect on all of the surrounding communities, 
The industries set forth on exhibit A presently employ upward of 6,000 people, 
many of them living on communities throughout northern New Jersey, with 
an annual payroll of $26 million. In the case of the Ford Motor plant which is 
being moved to Mahwah, substantially all of the persons presently employed 
could continue their employment at Mahwah because the distance is only 26 
miles. But if one of the industries should suspend operations completely or 
should move to a great distance, that would result in disemployment of a large 
number people who reside in neighboring communities. 
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ExHIsiT A 


Total assessments and taxes paid by Edgewater Industries 


Assessments Taxes 


County ae seated eae , idm ating, stain see ae 


School : : 3 a 219, 454 
Municipal - is sha is Se 4 737, 545 


Total , : ‘ . iain $23, 724,625 1,17 1, 953 


Percent of 
assessments 


! 
Industry be Assessment 


Taxes paid 


Aluminum Co . ; és 3, 196, 285 3.47 $157, 868 
Archer, Daniels-Midland ’ ; , , 265, 490 5. 33 52, 468 
Barrett Co 711, 390 3. 00 35, 160 
Edgewater Oil Terminals 345, 337 . 46 | 17, 111 
Ford Motor Co 3, 878, 214 ». 35 191, 622 
General Chemical Co , 416, 732 5. 97 69, 968 
Hills Bros , 359, 677 5.73 67, 156 
Lever Bros 7 , 351, 000 8. ; 214, 945 
Seatrain Lines 598, 381 2. 52 29, 534 
Spencer Kellogg Co , 373, 365 5.79 | 67, 859 


Total , 495, 871 . 96 913, 691 
Susquehanna RR , 136, 281 5 


EXHIBIT B 


Assessed valuation per capita of municipalities in Bergen County having 
assessments in excess of $15 million 


ez . Assessment 
N tipality Assessme -opulatic : 
funicipality A Sse ent Population per capita 





Edgewater. alla s eae $23, 724, 625 3, 95: $6, 003 
Bergenfield : 7 > 21, 098, 334 7, 647 1, 195 
Cliffside Park. _- ep eeeus “aes whe 15, 393, 820 a 5 899 
East Paterson : hietoth Gian chbcddn beni 18, 003, 234 | 5, 386 1,170 
Englewood , ; ae acids aks 43, 382, 745 23, 145 1, 874 
Fair Lawn_. 37, 297, 176 23, 88! 1, 561 
Fort Lee_- : > 20, 253, 046 ,6 1, 738 
Garfield enki : winds 28, 203, 834 yo 1, 024 
Glen Rock.. ‘ ae ; 15, 429, 696 
Hackensack ~ “+ a 2 53, 007, 436 
Lynd‘urst_ J 17, 403, 046 
Paramus__-_ ; : . om. f 21, 991, 615 
Ridgewood = - iiatcatactah iecadtianidai iii Deiaass : 41, 368, 304 
Rutherford : partici ; : 22, 594, 180 
Teaneck 7 i 46, 790, 193 
Tenafly _- : Poe ee eae are ee eee Nee 19, 985, 580 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM J. O'BRIEN, REPRESENTING THE 
EDGEWATER OIL TERMINALS, INC. 


Mr. O’Brien. I represent the Edgewater Oil Terminals, Inc. I 
have been a resident of Edgewater for 40 years. My name is William 
J. O’Brien. I have been associated with this particular piece of 
property for 20 years. 

Prior to 1941 the dredging in this area was conducted once a year. 
After the war it became necessary for at least 2 or 3 dredgings a year 
for us to bring tankers into our plant which tankers were drawing 
approximately 30 feet of water. 

On March 1 of this year we completed the dredging operation in 
an area 750 feet by 75 feet wide and brought it down to 30 feet at low 
water. On June 22 of this year that same area has but 23 to 24 feet 
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at low water. The rest is and has been covered by Mr. Smith very 
well in his presentation, as well as the others who have appeared be- 
fore me. 

Our organization has been bringing in 30 tankers a year. With the 
new building program we have going on at the prese nt time, starting 
in October of this year, we have hopes of bringing in approxim: itely 
100 tankers. That is, provided we have the water for them. 

When we have to lighter a ship in the harbor we take off between 
20,000 and 40,000 barrels at a cost of roughly $1,200 per vessel. 

That is all I have to say, gentlemen. 

Mr. Gentry. Are there any questions of Mr. O’Brien / 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Gentry. Thank you, Mr. O’Brien. Many thanks to you. Mr. 
Baierlein. Mr. Baierlein is with the Bethlehem Steel Co. 


STATEMENT OF HENRY BAIERLEIN, PLANT ENGINEER, HOBOKEN 
YARD, BETHLEHEM STEEL CO. 


Mr. Batertetn. We do not have any prepared testimony, Mr. 
Chairman. I have been with Bethlehem Steel for the past 5 years 
and I am here to answer any questions that you may have. I might 
say that we have 4 plants in the Metropolitan New York area—2 2 in 
Hoboken, 1 in Brooklyn, and 1 in Staten Island. At Hoboken we 
dredge annually and at the other plants we dredge more like every 8 
or 10 years. The annual expenditure is in excess of $100,000 a year 
and it is quite burdensome. 

Mr. Gentry. What is your interest in this particular problem we 
have here? You do not have a plant at Edgewater. 

Mr. Barertetn. No. We are located at Hoboken. 

Mr. Gentry. How many miles down the river is that ? 

Mr. Barervern. I would say 3 or 4 miles. 

Mr. Gentry. Did the results of dumping the dredgings close to the 
bridge increase the siltation at your place at Hoboken ? 

Mr. Baterter. I believe it had its effect. It is difficult to ascertain 
too clearly because the yard was rebuilt during the war, in 1943 and 
1944, and the Navy invested a substantial amount of money. We have 
2 Government-owned drydocks which require for their operation a 
depth of 50 feet of water. 

Mr. Gentry. Are there any questions anyone wants to ask of Mr. 
Baierlein? How far did you say it is down to Hoboken from Edge- 
water ? 

Mr. Barzrtern. I said approximately 3 or 4 miles. 

Mr. Genrry. Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Cramer. With respect to this dumping or dredging, how often 
did you dredge at this plant site ? 

Mr. Bartruern. How often do we dredge? 

Mr. Cramer. Prior to the dumping of the dredgings which, as I 
understand your position, is one of the major causes of the siltation, 
how often did you have to dredge in front of your own plant? 

Mr. Gentry. He has been there only 5 years. 

Mr. Cramer. I would like to have some background information on 
it. I presume he was briefed on it before he came up here. 
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Mr. Bartrtery. The particular area before the war was the site of 
the Delaware and Lackawanna Valley slip and the Fletcher plant, 
as it was known at that time before they were taken over by United 
Drydocks, contained two small drydocks. I am not too familiar with 
the dredging frequency at that time. 

Mr. Gentry. All right. Thank you, sir. Colonel Allen. I guess it 
would be best if these gentlemen left their charts up. 


STATEMENT OF COL. J. U. ALLEN, UNITED STATES CORPS OF 
ENGINEERS—Resumed 


Colonel AtieN. I have no maps of my own, so it would help if we 
kept these up while I am explaining this. 

The Federal Government project in this area, just to refresh our 
memories, goes up for a distance of about 6 miles from the lower bay 
and about 2,000 feet in width. 

Mr. Gentry. Where is the lower bay ? 

Colonel Aten. Upper New York Bay. 

Mr. Gentry. You mean 6 miles up the Hudson ? 

Colonel ALLEN. For a width of about 2,000 feet. At the beginning 
of the more serious problem area the depth is 30 feet for a width of 750 
feet on the west bank. 

Mr. Gentry. On the west bank. 

Colonel AtLen. Yes, sir; on the New Jersey side. As has been 
pointed out the natural channel is on the New York side. The natural 
deepwater channel is on the New York side. The New Jersey side is 
a dredged channel which the Federal Government maintains semi- 
annually at the present time. In the problem area we spend in the 
area of $225,000 annually for maintenance dredging in the Federal 
project channel. 

Mr. Gentry. That is up to 6 miles in length ? 

Colonel Auten. That is above the 6 miles. It is in the problem 
area shown on the first chart in red, in front of the more seriously 
shoaled finger piers. That has been our estimated cost for the last 
6 years. 

Mr. Gentry. Does the project extend all the way to Albany? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gentry. How many miles is that from the mouth of the Hudson 
River and the bay ? 

Mr. Brennan. Over 100 miles. 

Colonel Aten. This committee approved a project authorization 
to improve the project depts of the Hudson River to Albany last 
year. It is now 27 feet. The authorization approved those depths 
last year. However, no work has been done on that project. 

The question of shoaling in the vicinity of Weehawken has been 
one of concern to the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Gentry. Where is that? 

Colonel Auten. The northern area on the first chart. 

Mr. Gentry. Can you tell us where it is a little bit better than that? 

Colonel Atten. At Edgewater, I should say, in the northern area. 

Mr. Gentry. Oh, Edgewater. Yes. 

Colonel Atten. That shoaling problem has been one of concern 
to the Corps of Engineers for some time because of our high costs 
and annual maintenance dredging costs of $225,000. 
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Mr. Gentry. Be very frank with us, Colonel, in discussing this 
thing. Your report heretofore has been adverse to this. 

Colonel Auten. Yes; and I will explain why we consider it should 
be unfavorable at this time. 

Mr. Gentry. Has your problem been greater since the dumping they 
speak of took place? 

Colonel ALLEN. I have only the figure for an average annual basis 
from 1946, which approximated $225,000. I do not have the informa- 
tion prior to that time. 

We considered at the time that this high maintenance cost began 
to be reflected in our maintenance program, some sort of remedial 
action which could be undertaken under our normal operation and 
maintenance function. In some of our harbors, where we have exces- 
sive maintenance problems, we feel it is necessary for us to see what 
we can do to devise remedial measures to reduce our annual main- 
tenance charges too, but we did not consider that the problem here 
was one that could be readily solved and should be done with main- 
tenance funds. Consequently it was not done. 

The primary source of the shoaling here is believed, on the basis 
of the data available, to be due in large measure to the silt carried 
by the Hudson River. As has been testified, there has always been a 
certain amount of material carried by the river. 

Mr. Gentry. And not this particular condition. Is that it? You 
say the primary reason is the normal silt carried by the Hudson 
River, and not this particular thing about which these people 
complain ? 

Colonel Atien. It has been alleged that the shoaling has been 
increased because of wartime dumping in the hole on the New York 
side, and it is quite likely that is so. On the basis of the data we 
have we cannot say it is not, nor can we say it is the primary source. 
But there has always been shoaling in the Hudson River by reason of 
the normal material carried by the river. : 

Normally in a project of this type, or a survey of this type, we 
would have a preliminary examination which would come back to 
this committee and say that we feel there is a project possible here, 
or there is not a project possible. However, because of the need for 
a complete study of this, and the need for constructing a model of 
this portion of the river to determine what remedial action should 
be suggested or recommended, we had to forego what we normally 
would give to this committee in a preliminary report. The pre- 
liminary report is in effect what we are giving you now on the basis 
of the available data. 

We feel in order to provide a complete solution and a complete 
study of this problem, an expenditure of somewhere on the order of 
#200,000 would be required, which would be needed for the construc- 
tion of a model to determine the source of the silt, for one thing, and to 
determine what counteracting works could be constructed to divert 
this material which is being removed; and perhaps considering a 
channel realinement. 

_ There are a number of solutions which could be and would be con- 
sidered, but in view of the high cost of the survey and on the basis 
of the data we now have there is a great measure of doubt that exists 
that an economically justified solution can be produced. 

66134—55——11 
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It is true, undoubtedly true, some engineering solution could be 
produced for the problem. Whether or not it could be economically 
justified on the basis of the annual charges which would be incurred 
by that project versus the benefits is one on which there is a consider- 
able measure of doubt. It is on that basis we are basing our unfavor- 
able report to the committee. 

Mr. Gentry. You say it is unfavorable now? 

Colonel ALLEN. We . not recommend approval of this review study 
on the basis of the data we have. 

Mr. Gentry. I got the impression, Colonel, you said you were rec- 
ommending it. 

Colonel ALLEN. No, sir. We have recommended to this committee, 
because of the high cost of the study and the great doubt which exists 
that we can produce a favorable project—we are recommending un- 
favorably on this report. 

Mr. Gentry. Is a major portion of the reason for your recommend- 
ing unfavorably as to the survey itself, the fact that you believe re- 
gardless of what you found it would be uneconomical to do whatever 
would be required ? 

Colonel ALLEN. On the basis of the data we have, that is our present 
belief, and we felt we should so report to the committee. 

Mr. Gentry. You feel $200,000, even though the survey might be 
successful in showing what should be done if you could do it at all, 
would be in effect thrown away because it would be uneconomical 
to do whatever the survey might show would be required ¢ 

Colonel ALLEN. We feel it is extremely unlikely a Federal project, 
which would have to be economically justified, could be produced. 
Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gentry. Just offhand, Colonel, from what you do know about 
it, do you feel it would require many millions of dollars to do the 
job in order to correct this? 

Colonel ALLEN. It might go so far, Mr. Chairman, as to recom- 
mending some sort of an upstream watershed treatment, which would 
prevent this silt which has been entering the river, from entering 
the Hudson River to begin with. It may be solved by a solution 
which has been proposed of emptying this hole, which would be 
excessively costly. 

Mr. Gentry. Do you think that would be a tremendous cost? 

Colonel ALLEN. I believe there was some figure of 20 million cubic 
yards used there, which would have to be taken off to the offshore 
dumping area. 

Mr. Gentry. About how much would that cost be? 

Colonel ALueN. In the order of about 5 or 6 million dollars. 

Mr. Gentry. Does anyone know, or do the Corps of Army Engi- 
neers know the depth that that hole was when they finished dumping 
and the depth that it is at now? Is there any information to the 
effect that there has been a scouring out of that hole that was filled 
in with that dumping? 

Colonel ALLEN. I imagine our field records would have the situation 
prior to the initiation of its approval as a dumping area and perhaps 
some interim soundings as the a was filled up. 

Mr. Gentry. And then the depth of it now to show whether or not 
it was whipping it out? 

Colonel Aten. Yes. 
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Mr. Gentry. But you do not have that information with you! 

Colonel Auten. I do not. 

Mr. Gentry. Your testimony is very interesting. 

Colonel Auten. There is this possibility which I think the com- 
mittee should be aware of. Assuming an engineering solution could 
be produced which would eliminate the situation here by the construc- 
tion of counteraction works which would increase the velocities 
through this particular reach, that would merely transfer the problem 
area somewhere else. The material is in the river and as it passes 
here and as it is dropped here it will be done so somewhere else, either 
in the Federal channel or downstream slips. That is the situation 
which would be considered if the committee directed the Corps of 
Engineers to proceed with this. 

Mr. Gentry. I am a conservative and that is especially true with 
reference to the expenditure of money by the Federal Government. 
However, I would like to know what is the effect of your recommenda- 
tion? Where does it leave these people? These people believe that 
the action of the Federal Government in effect in dumping all of that 
silt in one particular place has magnified their problem and put them 
in an economic straitjacket in the little town of Edgewater. They 
feel a study would divulge that fact and show it is true. 

Two hundred thousand dollars is a lot of money, but they think 
in effect that if a study did show it to be true, that the Federal Govern- 
ment would be obligated, I guess almost regardless of cost, to give 
them some kind of aid, because it has put them in a very, very poor 
economic condition in the little town there, which is practically wholly 
supported by those dockside companies. 

What is your answer to that, so far as this committee is concerned ? 

Colonel ALLEN. We are not unappreciative, Mr. Chairman, of the 
siltation and shoaling situation, both with respect to the Federal 
channel and the dredging of all these slips which is necessitated. 
However, we do feel it is our obligation to point out to the committee 
that even though an engineering solution was produced as a result of 
this study, it is our present opinion on the basis of the data which 
we have that there is a high degree of doubt we can report to this com- 
mittee with a favorable report which can be adopted as a Federal 
project. 

Mr. Gentry. Going further into the economic situation of those 
companies there, let me ask you this question: Do you have an im- 
pression that if the Government has been responsible for that, the 
report they make as to the economic status they find themselves in 
as a result is true? Do you think their feeling about that is not 
magnified or exaggerated? I am talking about its effect on them 
economically. 

Colonel ALLEN. I have only the information which I heard this 
morning, as you did, _ 

Mr. Gentry. I think the committee would want to ask you a few 
questions about this. k 

Mrs. Blitch? 

Mrs. Burren. I would like to ask the colonel if you could get the 
data on this alleged condition of the silt in the river prior to the war? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes. 

Mrs. Burren. So that we could have a comparison in front of us 
and be able to determine whether or not it does enter into the water. 
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Colonel Atten. Yes. We will get the situation prior to the war 
and give you what we have with respect to the situation as it has been 
progressing since that time. Liha ‘ 

Mr. Gentry. I think that is a very fine contribution, Mrs. Blitch, 
especially when they finished that dumping, and as to whether or not 
there is now an indication that there has been a scouring out of that 
material. If there has been it is bound to contribute something to the 
condition along the channel. It might not do as much as these peo- 
ple think, but it would certainly contribute something. 

Have you anything further, Mrs. Blitch? 

Mrs. Burren. No. 

Mr. Gentry. Mr. Cramer? 

Mr. Cramer. Have you gone far enough in considering this to de- 
termine what might be a reasonable estimate of the maintenance costs 
in the future that might result in a reduction of it if your plan were 
successful ? 

Colonel ALLEN. No, we have not. We know what our maintenance 
costs have been up to date, but we have not projected them because of 
the uncertainties of the solution. 

Mr. Cramer. There is no estimate you would be willing to make as 
to what it would cost if a solution were found and the silt were no 
longer in the river ? 

Colonel Auten. No, sir. We would have to evaluate whether the 
shoaling material was transferred to another place which would in- 
volve its removal by the Government or some other company. 

Mr. Cramer. Assuming these people, who obviously have a griev- 
ance, were willing to make a partial contribution to this survey. Is 
there any authority under the law that the Army engineers have in 
the case of one of two possibilities? That is, so far as the survey 
is concerned. One would be the prior advancement of local funds 
to be repaid at a later date by the Federal Government; or, secondly, 
on some matching fund or contribution basis. 

Colonel Atten. That question, Mr. Cramer, has been proposed 
within the last several months. That is not in connection with this 
survey, but with others. We have an opinion of the chairman of the 
House Appropriations Committee that acceptance of contributed 
funds for surveys would not be acceptable to them. 

Mr. Cramer. Who is that from now ? 

Colonel Auten. The chairman of the House Appropriations Com- 
mittee. That question was proposed in connection with other sur- 
veys, and we asked the House Appropriations Committee for an opin- 
ion. We were informed that such acceptance of survey funds would 
not be acceptable to that committee in view of the fact that they took 
the position it was an obligation to repay at a later date which they 
felt they should not undertake to commit future Congresses to. ; 

Mr. Cramer. In other words, it is not a question of any prohibition 
in the laws as they stand today, but it is a question of what the Appro- 
priations Committee advised the Army engineers on the question? 

Colonel Auten. The authority exists for accepting such funds. 

Mr. Cramer. The law actually permits the acceptance of such 
funds at this time? 

Colonel AttEen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cramer. I think it is a very important question. I think this 
committee ought to take cognizance of that. 
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We have a very pointed example of it in the State of Florida, where 
a very small amount of money which is necessary is holding up a 
large project. Even though the local authorities are willing to con- 
tribute that amount of money, the Army engineers as a result of this 
recommendation, which is nothing more than a recommendation of 
the Appropriations Committee in effect overriding the action of this 
committee, do not permit that multi-million-dollar project even to be 
considered for an appropriation, simply because there is a $6,500 sur- 
vey needed for which we have been unable to get money. 

I am sure Mr. Rogers is familiar with it. 1 am talking about the 
Intracoastal Waterway project between two points in Florida, where 
the navigation districts are willing and the taxpayers are willing to 
let them contribute it in toto, and it would be repaid at the discretion 
of Congress. They still cannot do it, and these people here today are 
in exactly the same position as those people I am talking about. 

I am not saying these people are willing to do it also, but even if 
they were willing to put up the money to handle the survey and pay 
the total cost of it and take their chances of getting it back, in accord- 
ance with the ruling of the Appropriations Committee it is impos- 
sible to do so. 

I think some clarifying legislation is necessary, or some recom- 
mendation on the part of this committee to the Appropriations Com- 
mittee should be made. 

Mrs. Burren. Will the gentleman yield? I did not detect that there 
was any suggestion like that on the part of this group. 

Mr. Cramer. No. I made that condition. It has not been sug- 
gested, but there is that possibility. They might be willing, either 
on a contributing basis, or a total advance fund basis, to do this. It 
is a very serious problem. It costs some hundreds of thousands ot 
dollars a year. If they felt there was a solution it may be they would 
be willing to contribute some of the survey costs. I would not sug- 
gest any percentage or otherwise. But even if they were willing to 
contribute the entire amount of this survey and not just to loan it, 
then under a recommendation of the Appropriations Committee they 
would not be able to do that. 

Let me point this out: Even though the authorities involved were 
willing to put it in writing that they did not consider it a commit- 
ment of Congress to repay, but were willing to take their chances, as 
they would have to do anyway, that this project would take its proper 
position in relation to others, they still could not do it. 

That does not make much sense to me. 

Mr. Gentry. I started to ask if you think it is due to the Demo- 
cratic members or the Republican members, or both ? 

Mr. Cramer. Let me say as far as I am concerned, when it comes 
to public works and my service on this committee, I think it is one 
place where no politics should affect our judgment in the least—- 
and I do not think it does. I do not know what the situation is in 
the Appropriations Committee. If I were a Democrat, I would be 
attacking that kind of thing just as hard as I am now, because here 
we are trying to get a little bit of money for surveys and we are 
fighting for it. We do not get nearly the amount we need for surveys. 

We have a project there ready to go, where the taxpayers are willing 
to put. up over $1 million of their own money to get this project under- 
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way. Still, there is a $6,500-survey fund which is needed for a com- 
parative cost study, and the Army engineers are not able to accept the 
money, and I do not blame them for it. They have to accept a recom- 
mendation of the Appropriations Committee. However, there is no 
law prohibiting it and there is no way we can get around it. 

Mr. Gentry. I see the Congressman is quite interested in that 
situation. 

Mrs. Burren. Have you presented this problem yourself to the 
Appropriations Committee? 

Mr. Cramer. I have been investigating it with the Army engineers 
and I have just recently gotten that reply from them. That is the 
reason why I have not had an opportunity personally to take it there. 

Mrs. Burren. You have had good practice here this morning and 
you will make a good witness when you go before them. 

Mr. Cramer. I doubt if I would be very successful when I went 
before them. I think an attitude expressed by this Committee on 
Public Works might have some influence on them. But I do want to 
call the attention of the committee to the fact that this is one situation 
which might have some success if it were possible for the local authori- 
ties to make a contribution. Frankly, the law does not prohibit it. 
The law specifically authorizes or permits it. It is just the policy of 
one of the committees of the House that prevents it. 

Mr. Gentry. Thank you, Mr. Cramer. Mr. Rogers. 

Mr. Rogers. No questions, except that I think Colonel Allen made 
a very fine statement. I think the Corps of Engineers, whenever they 
can, try to help the various localities. I think they go into a problem 
with the idea that if it is possible at all they will try to work out the 
problem. I am sure the Corps of Engineers will continue to try to 
work this out if possible. 

Colonel AtLen. I want to make one statement. I do not want to 
leave the impression—and I hope I have not—we are hostile to this 
project. We feel if a solution and an engineering solution can be 
produced, a model study of the type proposed will produce it. But 
we felt we would be remiss if we did not point out to the committee 
on the basis of the data which we have that there is a considerable 
doubt in our minds that a favorable Federal project, economically 
justified, will result from it. 

Mr. Gentry. I certainly want to applaud you for being very frank 
with us in telling us that. That does not mean I might not favor this 
survey when we come to considering it, but I think it is very worthy 
of you to do what you have done and tell us that regardless of what 
the survey might disclose you think it might be uneconomical on the 
part of the Government to remedy it. 

Mr. Letcuton. Mr. Chairman, I was going to ask, if it is not out of 
order, if Colonel Allen would feel free to consider the data which 
the Port of New York Authority has submitted. That is not with 
any implied criticism of the Corps of Engineers but sometimes in an 
unusual problem like this new minds might come up with something 
worthwhile. 

Mr. Gentry. I take it for granted the Corps of Engineers have a 
policy as to whether they do such things. If they do such things I 
am sure the Corps of Engineers will do it in this case. 

Mr. Leiguron. Thank you very much. 
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Mr. Gentry. But you can talk to the Colonel about that. I would 
like to say this: I have appreciated this presentation by all of the 
witnesses. It is unfortunate that some of the members of the com- 
mittee with more seniority have not been here, but we have tried to give 
you a very favorable and very complete hearing. We have been here 
much longer, of course, than we said we would be, but we did not 
want to cut off anybody. We wanted to hear ever yone. 

I am sure all of the members of the subcommittee join me in the 
statement that it has been a pleasure to have you here with us. 

Mr. Smirn. If I may have one moment for one rather important 
thing I failed to mention, it will take only a sentence. This concerns 
the physical problem of dredging that the property owners are facing 
today due to the increase in the siltation and lack of equipment avail. 
able in New York Harbor. For example, our own company finished 
dredging in March and took out over 45,000 cubic yards of material. 
We expected we would not have to dredge again until September. The 
first week in June one of our vessels ran aground at our own slip. We 
took soundings and found we had filled in over 9 feet in that period of 
time. 

Mr. Gentry. In a3 months’ period ? 

Mr. Smiru. Yes. We called up our usaal dredging company and 
found out they were busy until August. We then called up every 
other dreging company and found they were engaged in Gover nment 
projects. We are now in the position where we : have to bri ing in our 
vessels on the tide, which is most unusual. In fact, our service depends 
on very fast schedules. However, there is just no means available in 
New York Harbor to help us out of our problem. If you gave us $1 
million to dredge it out we could not get the equipment to dredge it if 
we had the money in hand today. I think you will find that is true 
of many of the other companies. 

Mr. icant, Is that not very much of an abnormal amount of fill- 
in to have in 3 months’ time ? 

Mr. Snir. It is the worst we have noticed. Maybe the colonel 
could give you a suggestion as to why in the last 6 months our siltation 
problem has multiplied itself. I know the Edgewater Oil Terminals 
ran into the same thing, as Mr. O’Brien mentioned. 

Mr. Gentry. I appreciate your adding that to your testimony. 

Mr. Lasuer. On behalf of everyone who appe: ared here today, and 
on behalf of the groups and agencies they represent, I want to express 
our deep appreciation for the careful and courteous and thorough 
consideration you gave to the matters we presented here today. Per- 
sonally, and I think on behalf of everyone here, we can say we will go 
back with a very high regard for the way our committee system in 
Congress is functioning. "And believe me, it makes me proud I am an 
American, knowing that in Washington we have men and women like 
you gentlemen and Mrs. Blitch representing your congressional dis- 
tricts here. 

May I ask through you of Colonel Allen if he will submit a copy of 
whatever data is in turn sent on to you, so that we will have a record 
of it; or at least the port authority or someone on this side of the fence 
will have it, so that we will know what has been presented. 

Mr. Gentry. Yes. 

Mr. Lasuer. Thank you once again. 
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Mr. Cramer. Mr. Chairman, may I suggest to the colonel that he 
does not construe any remarks I made rel: itive to this particular prob- 
lem as implying any criticism of himself or the Army engineers, since 
I, for one, think the »y do an excellent job in giving serious considera- 
tion to all of these problems. So I hope you will not consider it as 
any criticism of you or the efforts of the Army engineers. 


it is just that the situation I referred to is one ‘I find it difficult to 
understand. 


Colonel ALLen. We were most happy that the House and Senate 
did what they did with respect to our survey funds. They were sub- 


stantially increased, and we hope to get on with the backlog which 
has been accumulating for a good many years. 

Mr. Gentry. Thank you, Colonel. As to those witnesses who said 
they have copies of their statements which were not heretofore pre- 
sented in full, if you will bring them up here, we will be glad to have 
the members of the committee take those and, without objection, they 
will be made a part of the record at this point, together with a letter 
from Senator Lehman forwarding the Port of New York Authority’s 
letter on this matter. 

(The documents referred to are as follow :) 


RESOLUTION 
BOARD OF CHOSEN FREEHOLDERS OF BERGEN COUNTY 


JUNE 15, 1955. 

Whereas the siltation problem in the lower Hudson River, and particularly 
along the industrial waterfront of the Borough of Edgewater, the county of 
Bergen’s only deepwater port, has seriously jeopardized the continued mainte- 
nance of port facilities in that area; and 

Whereas Congressman Frank C. Osmers, Jr., has sponsored action in the House 
of Representatives in an effort to secure a Federal survey of the problem: There- 
fore be it 

Resolved, That the Bergen County Board of Chosen Freeholders join with the 
Port of New York Authority and the Borough of Edgewater in requesting that 
the Public Works Committee of the House of Representatives take prompt and 
favorable action on the petition of Congressman Osmers seeking authorization 
for the necessary study of the siltation problem in the Hudson River by the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers; be it further 

Resolved, That the clerk of this board send certified copies of this resolution 
to Congressman Osmers and to all agencies and officials concerned therewith. 


STATEMENT OF BorouGH OF EDGEWATER 


The borough has approximately 3 miles of riverfront, the downstream two- 
thirds of which is occupied by industrial developments dependent in various 
degrees upon vessel, lighter, and barge traffic. 

The Edgewater industries are served by a federally maintained secondary 
river channel, known as the Weehawken-Edgewater Channel, which lies along 
the New Jersey side of the river. The main river channel favors the New York 
side and for navigation purposes is distinct from the New Jersey Channel. The 
latter is maintained 30 feet deep by 750 feet wide by the Federal Government 
through the Army engineers. 

The riverfront industries maintain connecting channels between the Wee- 
hawken-Edgewater Channel and their docks or berths. They also maintain 
mooring basins at the docks for accommodation of vessels at wharf-side. These 
channels and mooring basins are dredged and maintained at the expense of 
the individual owners. 

The borough states that the rapid rate at which river silt is being deposited 
along its riverfront has impeded and restricted navigation and maintenance 
dredging of the private channels and mooring basins has become a frequently 
recurring expense to the industries. 
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The Borough of Edgewater, Bergen County, N. J., is located on the west 
shore of the Hudson River opposite the portion of New York City that lies be- 
tween 94th Street and 164th Street. The portion of Edgewater lying opposite 
the section of New York City between 94th Street and 135th Street has heavy 
industry along this entire shore line. 

Some of these industries are finding it increasingly difficult and very expen- 
sive to operate as they should because of the high dredging costs caused by the 
rapid accumulation of silt, which quickly fills in area dredged. Those that 
operate oceangoing ships have to dredge at least twice a year even though they 
may dock 2 or 3 ships a week. 

The mud at the low-water line clearly shows that it has extended quite some 
distance into the river. This became evident shortly after the large quantities 
of dredged materials were dumped into the Hudson River under the George 
Washington Bridge during the period from 1942 to 1945 when it could not be 
taken out to sea. Even though that dumping has stopped for several years the 
low-water shoreline off Edgewater is still extending easterly out into the river, 
showing that the westerly side of the Hudson River is filling in steadily. 

Observations from time to time in the heavy industrial area at low water 
show that the existing mudbank seems to include, at the extreme easterly edges, 
materials resembling sludge. These extreme edges are continually getting far- 
ther out into the river, additional materials apparently being deposited there 
each high tide. 

The area of Edgewater opposite the portion of New York City between 135th 
Street and 164th Street does not include any heavy industry as yet and here 
the existing mud line can more readily be seen at low tide. Observutions at 
various points from time to time in this area have shown that the edge of the 
low-water mud line is steadily getting further east out into the river, showing 
that here too the area is filling up. At one pier that formerly docked excursion 
steamers summer and winter, the slips at each side have filled up so that now 
at low water there is no water showing, only mud. 

To depict further the reasons for its concern, the borough has pointed out 
that silt is deposited at varying rates which appear excessive; that the main- 
tenance of private channels and mooring basins exceeds $200,000 per annum; 
that riverfront industries complain of business lost because they are unable 
to maintain uninterrupted barge and vessel movements and to expand such 
traffic either in volume and sizes of vessels; and the industrial character of 
the borough may be realized by the fact that the assessed valuation of riverfront 
industry is over 87.4 percent of the borough ratables. The borough government 
realizes that if Edgewater is to prosper and expand, or even to hold what it 
has, it must remain attractive to industries requiring harborside facilities. 
High channel maintenance costs and handicapped vessel movements could 
become distinctly detrimental. 

The New York riverfront with direct access to the main river channel is not 
used commercially above 72d Street (opposite Weehawken), except for piers 
between 129th and 135th Streets and between 156th and 153d Streets (both 
opposite Edgewater). The river channel along this frontage is used for through 
transit of vessels and as anchorage for naval! vessels. Other vessels may anchor 
with special permission of the harbor supervisor. Only on the New Jersey side 
of the river is there opportunity for waterfront industries. 

Pleasure-craft moorings moved 20 to 30 feet offshore to get enough water at 
low tide. 

Deepwater terminal almost impossible under present conditions. Fills in 
from 1 to 2 feet each year. Barge terminals are costlier. 

At one point over 31,000 yards dredged after 34% months. This represents 
depth of 10 feet of silt over dredged area. 

National Sugar Co. property has filled in from a depth of over 30 feet to 
a depth of about 4 or 5 feet at high water. To get depth of 30 feet now would 
require approximately 200,000 yards of dredging. This dredging item has 
already turned away one prospective purchaser of a large piece of this water- 
front, because of the cost between $130,000 and $140,000. This piece of water 
front about 1,800 feet, is far less desirable and with the filled-in slips and dockinz 
space than it was when ships could dock there. Also has a great effect on 
Edgewater ratables. 

Aluminum Co. of America, to maintain sufficient depth to supply river water 
for condenser service, and cooling, from 1940 to 1947, dredged each year, total of 
77,200 yards at cost of $51,000. Years ago this filling-in condition did not exist 
as it does now. Cost Ford Motor Co. in 1944-45 $102,924.44 for dredging. One of 
the reasons for Ford moving was the very high cost of keeping their slips open, 
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even for barges. Their export shipments cannot be loaded directly on ships be- 
cause the excessive cost of dredging. Ford plant shuts down July 15 with result- 
ant effects on Edgewater ratables. a 

Another industry that used to have a lot of ships dock at their piers, Archer 
Daniels Midland Co. has closed down and the plant is for sale. The cost of 
dredging, even for barges, had a large influence on the shutdown. It is such that 
it must be done each year under present conditions. Being less desirable because 
sufficient depth of water with dredging. This plant is much less desirable for a 
prospective purchaser because of fast filling of slips and therefore Edgewater’s 
ratables are again affected. 

At National Sugar fire on June 1, 1954, the long piers and warehouses were 
destroyed with great loss. The depth of water prevented New York City fire- 
boats from getting close enough to the river side of the fire to operate in their 
most efficient manner. Fire had to be fought mostly from land. Had there been 
sufficient water for this equipment to operate as it should the fire possibly would 
not have caused so much damage. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., June 11, 1955. 
Hon. CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O. 

DEAR CHARLIE: The Port of New York Authority has called my attention to the 
hearings pending before the Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors. 

I enclose a letter dated June 7th from Mr. Austin J. Tobin, executive director 
of the Port of New York Authority. May I ask you to bring this letter to the 
attention of Congressman Blatnik. 

I don’t have to tell you how vital it is to keep the Hudson River Channel in first- 
class condition. It is imperative from the standpoint of national defense, as 
well as to maintain prosperity of the port area, that everything be done to 
prevent abnormal shoaling. 

Yours very sincerely, 
HERBERT H. LEHMAN. 


THE Port oF New YorK AUTHORITY, 
New York, N. Y., June 7, 1955. 
Hon. Hersert H. LEHMAN, 
Senate Office Building, Washington D. C. 

My Drar Senator: I should like to call to your attention a matter of impor- 
tance to the New York-New Jersey port region which is currently pending before 
the Public Works Committee of the House of Representatives. 

About a year ago the Port of New York Authority conducted a preliminary 
survey of a rapid shoaling condition occurring along the waterfront of the 
Borough of Edgewater. Our survey showed that abnormal shoaling was occur- 
ring not only in the Edgewater area but in other sections of the Hudson River 
waterfront as well, necessitating heavy expenditures by New Jersey and New 
York waterfront industries for maintenance dredging. In some instances this 
condition resulted in the abandonment of plans for a greater use of waterfront 
facilities. The port authority’s study plainly indicated that a comprehensive 
survey of the problem and development of remedial action were essential to the 
continued welfare and prosperity of the waterfront communities on both sides 
of the Hudson. 

As a result of this preliminary survey and numerous complaints from his 
constituents in the Edgewater, N. J., area, Congressman Frank C. Osmers, Jr., 
of the Ninth Congressional District in New Jersey, petitioned the Public Works 
Committee of the House of Representatives to authorize the United States Army 
Corps of Engineers to reexamine the Hudson River Channel project to determine 
what modifications might be needed to lessen the amount of siltation taking 
place on both shores of the river. After an adverse recommendation on his peti- 
tion by the United States Army Corps of Enginers, Congressman Osmers requested 
a public hearing in order to give local interests an opportunity to present their 
arguments to counter the Corps of Engineers’ recommendations. The committee 
has granted the request for a hearing and has scheduled it for the second or third 
week of June. 

While the problem of abnormal siltation in the Hudson River Channel is high- 
lighted by the condition existing along the Edgewater waterfront, a similar 
condition plagues many other portions of the waterfront in varying degrees of 
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severity. When the extensive amount of waterfront development and the large 
investment in these areas are taken into account, the seriousness of the siltation 
problem is more evident. It would appear that the United States Army Corps 
of Engineers, in its adverse recommendation, took into consideration only the 
Edgewater section of the channel and overlooked the need for a reexamination 
of the whole Hudson River Channel project. The additional appropriation 
needed to carry out this study, when compared to the total Hudson River water- 
front investment, is modest and well justified. 

At the forthcoming hearings it is planned that testimony will be presented 
by representatives of waterfront industries and facilities on both sides of the 
river, various New York and New Jersey chambers of commerce, municipal 
officials of communities in the port district, and the Port of New York Authority. 
The data presented by these interests will show how the siltation problem is 
affecting the operation and development of the Hudson River waterfront in the 
New York-New Jersey port region. 

In carrying out its responsibility for urging upon Federal authorities the 
improvement of channels within the port district, the port authority would 
appreciate your support in this matter. A statement from you in support of the 
need for a review study would, I feel, be extremely helpful in obtaining favorable 
consideration by the Public Works Committee of the petition for the Hudson 
River Channel review study. I would be glad to arrange for the filing of such 
a statement on your behalf at the time of the hearing. 

Sincerely, 
AusTINn J. TOBIN, 
Reecutive Director. 


Stupy oF Hupson RIVER CHANNEL SILTATION PROBLEM 


About a year ago a preliminary survey was made by the Port of New York 
Authority of the rapid shoaling condition occurring along the waterfront of 
the Borough of Edgewater. This survey showed that abnormal shoaling was 
occurring not only in the Edgewater area but in other sections of the Hudson 
River waterfront as well, necessitating heavy expenditures by New Jersey and 
New York waterfront industries for maintenance dredging. In some instances, 
this condition resulted in the abandonment of plans for greater use of water- 
front facilities. The study plainly showed that a comprehensive survey of the 
problem and development of remedial action was essential for the continued 
welfare and prosperity of the waterfront communities on both sides of the 
Hudson. 

While the problem of abnormal siltation in the Hudson River channel is 
highlighted by the condition existing along the Edgewater waterfront, a similar 
condition plagues many other portions of the waterfront in varying degrees of 
severity. When the extensive amount of waterfront development and the large 
investment in these areas are taken into account, the seriousness of the silta- 
tion problem is more evident. It would appear that the United States Army 
Corps of Engineers, in its adverse recommendation, took into consideration only 
the Edgewater section of the channel and overlooked the need for a reexamina- 
tion of the whole Hudson River channel project. The additional appropriation 
needed to carry out this study, when compared to the total Hudson River water- 
front investment, is modest and well justified. 

At the forthcoming hearing by the Public Works Committee of the United 
States House of Representatives, it is planned that testimony will be presented 
by representatives of waterfront industries and facilities on both sides of the 
river, various New York and New Jersey chambers of commerce, municipal 
officials of communities in the port district, and the Port of New York Authority. 
The data presented by these interests will show how the siltation problem is af- 
fecting the operation and development of the Hudson River waterfront in the 
New York-New Jersey port region. 

The cause of rapid shoaling and the means of correcting the problem can be 
determined only after a thorough study by the United States Army Corps of 
Engineers. Authority for such a study, however, must come from the Commit- 
tee on Public Works which is planning to hold a hearing later this month. 


Mr. Gentry. If there is nothing further the subcommittee will ad- 
journ. 
(Whereupon, at 12:25 p. m. the hearing was adjourned. ) 
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FRIDAY, JULY 22, 1955 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMITTreE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:15 a, m., in room 1802, 
New House Office Building, Hon. Clifford Davis presiding. 

Mr. Davis. The committee will be in order. 

I should like to state to all of the witnesses present in support of 
H. R. 7092 that you are here on a morning when the House is not in 
session. We have been meeting as a committee every morning for 
weeks. We have had a road bill before us which has required about 3 
months of hearings, and I must say that the committee has been very 
attentive in their hearing sessions and they have been wearing. Of 
course, those of you who have been here for the last day or two would 
know the state of things. 

So, with a great many of our members behind in their office work 
because of constant attendance on these meetings, you do not have a 
great many members of this committee present, although we have 
enough here to make the record which you deserve. 

We are meeting for the purpose of considering H. R. 7092, intro- 
duced by our colleague, Mr. Karsten from Missouri. Without objec- 
tion, the bill will be made a part of the record at this point. 

(HH. R. 7092 is as follows :) 


[H. R. 7092, 84th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To provide for the improvement of the Mississippi River at and in the vicinity of 
Saint Louis, Missouri, for flood control 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the following work of improvement for 
the control of destructive floods is hereby adopted and authorized to be prose- 
cuted under the direction of the Secretary of the Army and the supervision of the 
Chief of Engineers in accordance with the plans in the report hereinafter desig- 
nated and subject to the conditions set forth therein: 

Mississippi River, at and in the vicinity of Saint Louis, Missouri, in occordance 
with the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers in Senate Document Num- 
bered 57, Eighty-fourth Congress, first session, at an estimated cost of 
$112,880,000. 

There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


Mr. Davis. Frank, I think Mrs. Sullivan’s bill is identical, is it not ? 

Mr. Karsten. I believe it is, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. I want to say to you that we are delighted to accommo- 
date our colleagues, Mr. Karsten and Mrs. Sullivan. They are fine 
Members of Congress. They have really been after us for this hearing. 
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They have set the schedule and the timetable and have really pushed 
us, but we have been delighted to be pushed by such fine people. So, 
if Congresswoman Sullivan will come around and introduce the wit- 
nesses, or, rather, make an opening statement, we will then ask the 
engineers to make their statement first and will proceed as expedi- 
tiously as possible. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LEONOR K. SULLIVAN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI 


Mrs. Sutiivan. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. 
May I take this opportunity to thank all of you for taking the time 
in the rush of adjournment to hear testimony on the St. Louis flood- 
control project. 

I am sorry to say our fine mayor was unable to stay over for this 
hearing, but he and other leaders from St. Louis testified Wednesday 
before the Senate Public Works Committee. Because of a previous 
commitment in Chicago today, Mayor Tucker requested me to ask 
permission to file his statement with the committee. 

It is not my intention to testify on the merits of this project, but 
I merely wanted to join my colleagues from St. Louis, Mr. Karsten 
and Mr. Curtis, to express our great interest in having the city pro- 
tected from devastating floods. The three of us joined in introducing 
a bill last year and again this year to provide for authorization of this 
work, but we are extremely fortunate in having several of our civic 
leaders and business leaders come in and tell you of the great need for 
this project. 

I know the committee wants to have the full story and that you will 
be fair in your consideration and give favorable attention to the 
project. 

Mr. Chairman, may I at this time present to the committee for 
introduction into the record the testimony of Senator Hennings and 
Senator Symington, who have both introduced bills in the Senate 
and are not able to be here this morning, and then to submit the state- 
ment of Mayor Tucker of St. Louis. 

Mr. Davis. Without objection, they will be made a part of the 
record. 

(The statements referred to are as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. THomMAs C. HENNINGS, Jr., A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF MISSOURI 


Mr. Chairman, I greatly appreciate the opportunity to testify briefly in behalf 
of S. 56 which I introduced on January 6 of this year and in which I had the 
honor to be joined by the distinguished member of your committee, my colleague 
from Missouri, Senator Symington. The bill authorizes the construction of flood- 
control works on the Mississippi River for the protection of St. Louis, Mo. 

The members of this committee will, I am sure, recall that I introduced this 
bill during the last Congress. Unfortunately it was not acted upon before the 
end of the session largely, I understand, because the official reports of the Army 
engineers had not been transmitted to the Congress. 

The St. Louis project was approved by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors on April 30, 1954, and has been officially transmitted to the Congress by 
the Secretary of the Army on June 22, 1955. The project consists essentially of 
providing flood protection works for the city of St. Louis, Mo., which would be 
accomplished by the construction of levees, floodwalls, pumping facilities and 
other related works for reach 3, Maline Creek to Franklin Avenue, and the Chain 
of Rocks Waterworks, and reach 4, Poplar Street to Chippewa Street. The 
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estimated cost of the project, based on July 1955 prices, is $130,987,000. The 
benefit to cost ratio is 1.35. 

I would like to point out, Mr. Chairman, that the city of St. Louis is in an 
especially vulnerable position with respect to floods, lying as it does at the con- 
fluence of two great rivers, the Missouri and the Mississippi, both of which have 
upon many occasions become rampaging streams which have left vast devasta- 
tion in their wake. It is apparent, therefore, that the city of St. Louis is 
subject to floods from two sources: first, the floods from the upper Mississippi and 
second, floods from the lower Missouri. It is only by great good fortune and 
certainly not as the result of any careful planning for the protection of the 
city, that, in recent years at any rate, floods from these two sources have not 
coincided at St. Louis. The potential danger, nevertheless, always exists and 
will continue to exist until adequate flood protection becomes a reality. 

I might point out that in recent years St. Louis experienced disastrous floods in 
1947, 1948, 1951, and 1952 with serious disruption of industrial facilities and 
communications and economic losses ran into hundreds of millions of dollars. 
These repeated disasters, in my judgment, emphasize the urgent need for prompt 
authorization of this project to provide protection to this important area. I 
would like to add that when these two rivers go on a rampage the resulting 
floods not only deal a heavy blow to a large and important industrial area in 
this city but that the site of the recently authorized Jefferson National Expansion 
Memorial, an area of some 25 acres, is also im danger. In my judgment, Mr. 
Chairman, it is the worst kind of economic irresponsibility to allow these waste- 
ful and needless flood losses to continue unchecked or to stand always as a 
perpetual threat to our Nation’s eighth largest city when we have both the 
knowledge and the means for controlling them. 

The St. Louis Flood Control Association has for many years been the prime 
moving force in efforts to obtain flood protection for the city of St. Louis. Its 
members are not starry-eyed visionaries ; they are practical men who well under- 
stand that flood control costs money and they would not and do not advocate 
frivolous expenditure of funds. That this project has the overwhelming support 
of the great majority of the citizens of St. Louis is amply demonstrated by a 
recent bond issue election in which the citizens of that city voted nearly 5 to 1 in 
favor of a bond issue in the amount of $7,547,000 as the local contribution toward 
this project. According to revised estimates based on July 1955 prices, the 
local contribution will be $7,967,000. Of this amount, the local cash contri- 
bution will be $2,740,000 and local interests will provide all lands, easements, 
and rights-of-way required for construction. 

One problem in connection with this project has to do with the relocation of 
the tracks of the Manufacturers Railway Co. in reach 4. The Manufacturers 
Railway and the industries which are served by that railway have assured me 
that they are in favor of the project in consideration of the benefits to the 
community and its industries, and question only a detail of the engineers’ plan 
that conflicts with their tracks. The engineers have informed me that a 
modification of the plan has been worked out and that the contingency item is 
probably sufficient to cover the relatively smail cost involved. I am confident 
that this problem can be resolved to the satisfaction of all concerned. 

I am sure, Mr. Chairman, that anyone who has read the engineers’ report will 
be convinced, as I am, that this project is completely justified and economically 
sound. Not only will its construction prevent loss of income to the Federal 
Treasury both as a result of deductions due to flood losses and the loss of business 
revenue during time of disaster, but it would also make possible the industrial 
development of an additional 800 acr.s at this strategic site, the benefits from 
which would accrue, in turn, right back to the Federal Government in the form 
of taxes. 

In view of atl these facts, Mr. Chairman, I earnestly urge that this committee 
promptly authorize the construction of this most vital and worthwhile project. 





STATEMENT OF Hon. Stuart SyMINGTON, A UNITED States SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF MISSOURI 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much the courtesy of this committee in 
granting a hearing to consider authorization of the St. Louis flood protection 
project. 

St. Louis is the Nation’s eighth largest city. It is also the only major city on 
a navigable stream which has no flood protection. 
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Flood stage at St. Louis is 30 feet. Since 1861, when the gage was established, 
flood stage has been exceeded in 30 different years. In 1947 the river reached 
a crest of 40.2 feet, flooding portions of the city for nearly 2 months. In 1951 
the flood crest was 40.16 feet, causing many millions of dollars of property 
damage. 

When the flood stage reaches 35 feet there is not only extensive destruction of 
buildings, transportation facilities, and public utilities, but also a loss of indus- 
trial production, wages, and manufactured goods. At a flood stage of 42 feet 
the city’s entire water supply would be cut off. A 47-foot flood would cause 
estimated damage of approximately $186 million. This is considerably greater 
than the total cost of the flood control project. 

In 1953 the Congress recognized these facts and authorized a study of the 
entire situation. 

On April 29, 1954, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors approved 
the plan submitted by the district engineers. 

The plan has also been approved by Hon. Phil M. Donnelly, Governor of 
Missouri. 

On May 26, 1955, the residents of St. Louis voted overwhelmingly in favor of 
a band proposal which included $7,547,000—the local funds required for the 
flood protection project. 3 

On June 15, 1955, the Bureau of the Budget approved authorization of the 
project. 

The approved plan includes two reaches, Nos. 3 and 4. 

Reach No. 3 would consist of 20,207 feet of earth levees and 20,261 feet of 
concrete flood walls. The total first cost of this part of the project would be 
S79, 508,000. 

Reach No. 4 would consist of 13,233 feet of levees and 12,604 feet of flood 
walls. Total cost would be $51,479,000. 

When completed these projects would not only reduce or eliminate flood 
damages, but also will make possible improved sanitation and health conditions 
in areas now subject to constant flooding; and will protect railroad facilities 
and industrial development in areas now unused because of possible flooding. 

The plan offered by the Army engineers will provide economic benefits far 
in excess of the estimated cost. 

In view of its importance and the benefits to be derived, in order that a future 
major flood disaster may be averted, I respectfully urge that this committee 
approve the authorization of the St. Louis flood protection project. 


STATEMENT BY RAYMOND R. TucKER, Mayor, City oF St. Louis 


Four times in the last 12 years, major floods on the Mississippi River have 
brought destruction to the city of St. Louis. These floods, in 1945, 1944, 1947, 
and 1951, caused property damage in excess of $30 million. In 1951 alone, the 
damage was $10 million. 

St. Louis is the largest city, and the only one, on the Mississippi River which 
has no flood protection. Just across from us—-East St. Louis, Ill—is protected 
against a 47-foot flood stage which will ultimately be increased to 52 feet. 

The city of St. Louis is in even a more precarious position than many other 
cities. It is located at he confluence of both the Mississippi and Missouri Rivers. 
Although we have been fortunate to date in escaping a major disaster, it is my 
opinion our “luck” cannot hold out much longer. 

For these reasons, and others, the citizens of St. Louis recently approved a bond 
issue item calling for the expenditure by the city of $7,547,000 as its share of a 
$120,427,000 food-control program. 

The flood-control measure of which I speak, is that which has been recom- 
mended by the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, and has been considered 
by the Bureau of the Budget and other responsible Federal offices. 

At the time this subject was being studied as a matter to submit to the voters 
of St. Louis, we in public office were told by Federal officials that unless St. Louis 
first pledged its share of the costs, the Federal Government would be reluctant to 
participate. 

In view of that statement of policy, the people of St. Louis voted over- 
whelmingly to approve a bond issue item for flood control. They did so despite 


the fact that its approval, and the expenditure of the funds, will necessitate a tax 
increase. 
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It is our firm opinion that the people of St. Louis have completed their assign- 
ment. Whether or not we are to receive flood protection on the Nation’s largest 
river, now lies in the hands of those at the Federal level. 

There are others here today to attest to the benefits which will accrue as a 
result of this project, not only to St. Louis itself, but to the Nation as a whole. 
I will not go into great detail, but I can assure you this program means much 
to labor and industry alike. It also affects the very health, welfare, and safety 
of a large segment of this Nation’s population. 

We in St. Louis have had some unfortunate experiences in the past insofar as 
pledging moneys for projects which were incumbent upon Federal funds being 
authorized. 

I have in mind the riverfront memorial area in downtown St. Louis which has 
been dormant for many years despite the fact that the people of St. Louis voted 
$7,500,000 in bonds in 1935 for its portion of the cost of developing the site as a 
national park area. 

As a result of the Federal Government failing to develop this area as pledged 
to the people of St. Louis in 1935, approximately $5 million of the amount has been 
idle for 20 years and the city is prevented from spending it for other useful 
purposes. 

Naturally, we are extremely hopeful that all levels of the Federal Govern- 
ment, both the legislative and executive, will approve the flood-control measure 
for St. Louis in a very short time. 

We are ready to go with our share of the work and money. The need is 
evident as attested to by the Corps of Engineers. Furthermore, since the Federal 
Government has already spent approximately $280,000 for studies and reports on 
the project, I am confident we can truthfully say that it also recognizes the 
need. 

As mayor of St. Louis, I respectfully request that you give this matter your 
favorable and early approval. 

Thank you. 


Mr. Davis. I want you to show that the mayor, Mayor Tucker, called 
the subcommittee chairman on yesterday and explained that he did 
have this commitment which he had to meet. He has been in Washing- 
ton for a couple of days and it was absolutely impossible for him to 
remain over. The committee thoroughly understands the spirit of 
the mayor and we want you to express to him our appreciation at his 
courtesy for making the personal call upon me. 

Mrs. Suutavan. I shall do that. 

Mr. Davis. Now, if the representative of the Corps of Engineers 
will come around, we will get started and then let you introduce the 
other eee later. 

Mrs. Sutiivan. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Karsten is going to have that 
privilege this morning. 

Mr. Davis. Good. Then Frank, we will call on you in just a few 
moments. 

Mr. Karsten. Thank you. 

Mr. Davis. Will Colonel Penney come around, please ? 


STATEMENT OF COL. H. W. PENNEY, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Colonel Penney. With your permission, I will explain the project 
from the map. 

Mr. Davis. Yes, sir. I would like the record to show we are de- 
lighted to have Colonel Penney here. He succeeds Colonel Starbird. 
We know your relationship with the committee, Colonel, will be 
friendly and constructive, as your predecessors have found it to be. 

All right, Colonel. 

Colonel Pexney. Resolutions of both the Senate and House Public 
Works Committees in 1948 called for a study of the west bank of 
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the Mississippi River—the 24-mile reach from the confluence of the 
Missouri River and the upper Mississippi River down to Jefferson 
Barracks, Mo., for the purpose of investigating flood protection for 
the city of St. Louis and vicinity. 

The Chief of Engineers’ report on this study was dated July 26, 
1954, and it was transmitted both to the Senate and House Public 
Works Committees on June 22, 1955. 

Of this 24-mile reach, 19 of those miles are in the city limits of 
St. Louis. 

Mr. Davis. You say that report was submitted June 22, 1955? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Davis. Is that as of to date? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you. Go ahead. 

Colonel Penney. As you know, St. Louis is a great transportation 
center and industrial center, and I shall not dwell on that any longer. 
Its population as of the 1950 census was 856,000 people. 

The flood plain on this west bank of the Mississippi River in this 
reach varies from 5,000 feet to about 300 feet wide, coming down to 
almost zero ina couple of spots. St. Louis has a long history of floods. 
The damage starts 1n this reach, when the flood stage reaches a crest 
of 35 feet on the Market Street gage. This occurs when the Missouri 
River and the upper Mississippi River combine to contribute 700,000 
feet per second down this reach. 

The flood of record was in 1844, with a discharge of 1,300,000 cubic 
feet per second. If this were to recur today, the stage of 52 feet would 
be reached, or 17 feet higher than the point where damage starts. 

This damage occurs about once every 4 or 5 years. The annual 
average damages are around $6 million. 

Now the study investigated the whole reach for 24 miles. How- 
ever, the area above the city limits of St. Louis is not an area of high 
development. It is an area of potential future development, but in 
its present state of development protection was not found economically 
justified. 

There is one important exception. That is the Chain of Rocks 
waterworks, where the city of St. Louis has provided a levee. It was 
found economically justified to raise the height of that levee to protect 
against a 52-foot stage. 

To the south there is another area which is subject to flooding. For 
investigation of the flood-control problem it was divided into five 
subareas. In three of these areas it was found protection was not 
economically justified. In the fourth area the justification was mar- 
ginal, and in the fifth area, although protection was found to be eco- 
nomically warranted, the major business concern in the area to be 
protected did not care to endorse the project. 

Therefore the recommended plan consists of providing a substantial 
degree of protection to the city of St. Louis. It consists of the con- 
struction of levees, flood walls, pumping facilities, and related works, 
in reach 3, from Maline Creek down to Franklin Avenue, including 
raising of the levee at the Chain of Rocks waterworks; and in reach 
4 from Poplar Street to the vicinity of Chippewa Street, all to protect 
against a design peak discharge of 1,300,000 cubic feet per second, and 
a design peak stage of 52 feet. 
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The cost of the project as reported in the report is based on Decem- 
ber 1952 prices. Adjusted to reflect price levels of July 1955, the 
cost of the Federal portion of the project is $123,020,000. The non- 
Federal portion would be $7,967,000, or totaling $130,987,000. 

Included in the non-Federal portion is a cash contribution of 3.6 
percent of the first construction cost of the construction to be per- 
formed by the United States in reach 3, as augmented by the Chain 
of Rocks levee. That cash contribution is estimated at 1955 prices to 
amount to $2,740,000. 

The benefit-cost ratio for the entire project is 1.35. For the north- 
ern portion it is 1.45, and for the southern portion 1.19. 

Protective works are being provided under authorized projects on 
the east bank of the Mississippi River to protect against a stage of 52 
feet. 

The Department of the Interior, the Public Health Service, and the 
State of Missouri, approved this plan. 

The comments of the Bureau of the Budget were, that there is no 
objection to the submission of the report to Congress. It stated that 
if the project is authorized, a current detailed reevaluation of the 
project would have to be made and presented prior to request for con- 
struction funds. It further stated that it would seem appropriate 
that Congress should consider the equity of the cost allocation in view 
of the substantial benefits to be derived by the beneficiaries in this 
highly urban area. 

The conditions of local cooperation are that assurances will be 
furnished that local interests will provide all lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way for construction, including borrow pits, and make all 
relocations of or modifications to railroads, streets, and utilities; to 
hold and save the United States free from all damages; to maintain 
and operate the works after completion ; to contribute in cash 3.6 per- 
cent of the first cost of construction work to be performed at reach 3 
as augmented by the Chain of Rocks levee, the cash contribution now 
being estimated at $2,740,000, and last, after initiation of construction, 
to design and construct new drainage and sewage facilities, so that 
they will operate up to the design flood stage of the river. 

That completes my presentation. 

Mr. Davis. Any questions? 

Mr. Batpwin. I have one question. 

I notice in this authorization the cost was $112,880,000. As I re- 
call your testimony, you mentioned something about $123 million. 
Is that an increase in your estimated cost from the time of this recom- 
mendation in Senate Document 57? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. It is because those costs were based on 
the December 1952 prices and the estimated cost based on the increase 
in price level adjustment amounts to the $123,020,000 that I mentioned. 

Mr. Batpwin. Thank you. No further questions. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you, Colonel. You made a very fine statement 
and a very fine start with the committee. 

Now our colleague, Frank Karsten. I am going to turn this busi- 
ness over to you now, Frank, and let you present these witnesses. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK M. KARSTEN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI 


Mr. Karsten. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

On behalf of the city of St. Louis, I should like to express my appre- 
ciation to the committee for this time, which you have so generously 
granted us. This is especially appreciated in this busy season where 
we are preparing to adjourn, and especially knowing how busy this 
committee has been over the last 2 or 3 months. 

We are fortunate to have assembled in the committee room a group 
of outstanding witnesses from St. Louis, who have come on to testify 
in support of this flood-control program. These witnesses have given 
freely of their time and labor for many years in order to develop 
the program that will protect our city. 

I might say, Mr. Chairman, that these witnesses could qualify as 
experts. Within the last decade they have personally seen our city 
visited by four disastrous floods. The cost of these floods—the Mis- 
souri-Kansas flood, which occurred in 1951—is still fresh in our minds. 
The damage which that flood inflicted on the States of Missouri and 
Kansas is in excess of $1 billion. 

During the last flood a subcommittee of the Committee on Govern- 
ment Operations was appointed to study the problem of flood control 
in that area. I happened to be chairman of that committee and natu- 
rally I have a great interest in the city of St. Louis. Among the 
recommendations of that subcommittee, which were finally unani- 
mously adopted by the Committee on Government Operations, was a 
recommendation for the development of adequate flood protection for 
industries located along the industrial area of St. Louis. 

That committee also recognized that today St. Louis flood protection 
consists only of a hope—a hope that a group of unfavorable meteor- 
ological and other factors do not combine at one time and cause the 
Missouri and Mississippi Rivers to overflow their banks. We have 
expressed this hope, Mr. Chairman, ever since the days of the early 
settlers, who used to say, “river stay away from my door.” But it is 
needless for me to tell you that that has not been an effective program. 
As a matter of fact, our flood-control protection has been left simply 
to chance. 

The civic, business, labor, and other leaders, who have come on 
here, are all eminently qualified to discuss this project on its merits, 
and the various facets that will have to be gone into. For that reason 
[ shall make my remarks brief. 

1 see my colleague, Tom Curtis, has just come into the room, and 
we are both members of the Committee on Ways and Means, which is 
waiting for a quorum. At this point, therefore, I should like to yield 
to Mr. Curtis. . 

Mr. Davis. We are glad to have our good colleague, Tom Curtis, 
take over then. 


STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS B. CURTIS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI 


Mr. Curtis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Frank. 
[ am not going to say very much other than by my appearance and 
statement to join with Frank Karsten and Mrs. Sullivan and the 
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other Congressmen in this area in support of this very much needed 
and desirable project in our community. There is no question, hav- 
ing gone over the figures that the Army engineers presented, that this 
is economically a very necessary thing. 

From the standpoint of the city of St. Louis it is almost, you might 
say, a “must.” 

‘One point I would like to make in regard to this situation of St. 
Louis, Mo., is this: In my opinion when we go down a river to pro- 
tect the bank areas from ‘floods, we should do it on both sides of the 
river at the same time, instead of going down one side first and then 
the other. With all respect to my good friends and the people over 
in Illinois, the Illinois side has been fully protected. In fact, their 
levees and banks go up considerably higher than on the Missouri side. 

From an equalization standpoint it has been something that has 
been needed for many, many years. In my judgment it should have 
been done on the Missouri side a long time ago, inasmuch as there 
was a great deal more industry on the Missouri side in comparison 
to some of the areas over on the Illinois side. 

However, I do want to say this: We have always worked well to- 
gether with our Illinois friends. I am making these statements in no 
sense in criticism at all of the projects on the Illinois side. As a mat- 
ter of fact, we like to work together with them on these projects. I 
think they in turn recognize the project we have on the west bank of 
the river. So my purpose in being here again, as I say, is to join with 
my colleagues that this committee in its wisdom will authorize this 
program so that we can get ahead in the community of St. Louis. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you, = Curtis. 

Mr. Karsten. Thank 

I might mention Mr. Curtis was a member of the special subcom- 
mittee which investigated this problem a few years ago, and we will 
certainly benefit greatly by the fine testimony he has given to us. 

Mr. Davis. Our committee went over that area, as you will recall, 
immediately after the flood, and we will never forget what we saw 
there. 

Mr. Karsten. Mr. Chairman, I should like next to call a very 
distinguished St. Louisan, a former mayor, who appears in a dual 

‘apacity, but I think he will only make one speech. 

Mr. Aloys Kaufmann, the former mayor of St. Louis and presently 

president of the chamber of commerce. Mr. Kaufmann. 


STATEMENT OF ALOYS P. KAUFMANN, PRESIDENT OF THE CHAM- 

BER OF COMMERCE OF METROPOLITAN ST. LOUIS AND MEMBER 
OF THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE BISTATE DEVELOP- 
MENT AGENCY 





Mr. Kaurmann. Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the 
committee, first of all, I should like to express the high appreciation 
we have for the privilege of appearing before this body to express 
our gratefulness to our local Representatives in Congress, Mrs. Sulli- 
van, Mr. Karsten, and Mr. Curtis. 
We would also like to pay an accolade to our neighbor across the 
river, Melvin Price, who is really part of the St. Louis general area 
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I speak as the president of the Chamber of Commerce of Metro- 
politan St. Louis. We are all vitally concerned with the economic 
and civic advancement of our community, and with correcting any 
situation which could hamper the development of St. Louis and the 
vast midwestern area we serve. 

Our city’s grave concern over the potential damage of a severe 
flood began in 1947, when I was serving as mayor. The reason for 
this concern was that a series of floods, in 1943, 1944, and 1947, each of 
greater severity than the preceding one, made us realize that a ca- 
tastrophe of the proportions of the record flood of 1844 was a distinct 
possibility, and that such a flood would spell disaster for the city of 
St. Louis. Thereupon the St. Louis Flood Control Association was 
established, which organization is affiliated with the chamber of com- 
merce and serviced by our organization. Subsequently both the flood 
control association and the chamber of commerce have been represented 
at all hearings on this subject and have constantly urged that flood 
protection be provided as quickly as possible. 

Recent surveys by the Corps of Engineers have determined that 
under present river conditions a flood of the magnitude of the one in 
1844 could cause a 52-foot level to be reached in St. Louis. If this 
should ever happen, many people would be made homeless; operation 
of public utilities, including waterworks, would be seriously dis- 
rupted, causing epidemics and a considerable amount of human suf- 
fering, and many industrial and commercial firms would be forced 
to close down, causing widespread unemployment and economic loss. 

I am sorry Mayor Tucker is not here to pay his respects, because I 
know he would be proud to testify on the great, substantial achieve- 
ments since last May. 

The Kansas City flood of 1951 caused physical and economic damage 
estimated at upwards of $1 billion. It is reasonable to assume, be- 
cause of the greater size and population of our city, that a flood of the 
same proportions in St. Louis would cause at least as much damage, 
and possibly more. 

Another point to be noted is that St. Louis, although the largest 
city in the Mississippi Valley, is the only major city on the Mississippi 
lacking flood protection. Certainly this is a situation begging for 
correction. 

During recent years, St. Louis has begun a program of civic im- 
provement virtually unprecedented in our city’s history. Recently 
the voters approved a bond issue of $110 million, of which approxi- 
mately $7,500,000 is designated as our contribution of the $120 mil- 
lion flood-protection project which has been approved by all appro- 
pirate State and Federal agencies and now is awaiting your action. 
Without adequate flood protection, some of the improvements au- 
thorized in the bond issue would be in jeopardy before they are even 
undertaken. A vast urban redevelopment program in a section of 
South St. Louis, known as the Kosciusko area, is a good example. 

One of the urgent problems facing St. Louis is the scarcity, or I 
should say, the almost complete lack of space for industrial expansion 
close to the heart of the city. I just mentioned the proposed redevelop- 
ment of the Kosciusko area, which will make almost 300 acres avail- 
able for industrial and commercial use. This entire area will be in 
danger of severe damage without flood protection. In addition, the 
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program which is being scrutinized by your committee would make 

available at least 800 acres of ideal industrial land in North St. Louis 

which has been virtually unusable heretofore because of the constant 

threat of flooding. As a leading manufacturing and distribution 

center, the economy of St. Louis is important to the entire Nation and 

to our national defense, which adds increased emphasis to the justifi- 
cation of the program you are considering. 

There is one more point I would like to mention, and that is to urge 
your consideration of the plea of the Manufacturers Railway Co., 
whose operations would be seriously impaired if the final alinement 
in reach 4 is constructed in accordance with the preliminary survey. 
It is my understanding that has been proposed in the last several days. 

It has been br ought to my attention that this situation could be recti- 
fied through a relatively inexpensive alteration, which, in all fairness 
to this firm, and the many industrial firms who depend on it for serv- 
ice, should be undertaken. 

You have heard, or will hear, testimony from other individuals, dis- 
cussing the many aspects of this proposed project in greater detail. 
It is inevitable that sooner or later an adequate program of flood pro- 
tection must be undertaken in St. Louis. Therefore, I shall conclude 
my testimony by urging that this committee take whatever action is 
necessary to bring about the final approval and expedite the begin- 
ning of construction of this long overdue flood-protection project. 
both from a humanitarian and economic standpoint, your favorable 
consideration is more than justified. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, if you please, I should like to put on another 
hat for a brief statement of the bi-State Development Agency, which 
agency likewise serves the St. Louis area. It is only one page, and I 
will file a copy and explain briefly what this agency 1s. 

Mr. Davis. Without objection, it will be made a part of the record 
at this point. 

Mr. Kaurmann. Thank you, sir. 

Having previously testified as president of the Chamber of Com- 
merce of Metropolitan St. Louis, I should now like to express the 
views of the Bi-State Dev elopment Agency, for which organization 
I am authorized to speak as a member of the board of commissioners, 
under appointment of the Governor of Missouri. 

The Bi-State Development Agency was organized under a compact 
between the States of Missouri and Illinois, which compact was ap- 
proved by the legislatures of both States and by the Congress of the 
United States. Its purpose, as a community planning group, is to 
plan, develop, and coordinate certain types of public works in the area 
it serves, which includes St. Louis and the surrounding area in Mis- 
souri and Illinois. 

The agency has carefully studied the design, cost, and other fea- 
tures of the flood protection plan which has been recommended by 
the St. Louis district of the Corps of Engineers. We believe this plan 
promises substantial benefits to the entire metropolitan district, and 
a practical method of affording protection from the high-river 
stages which have ravaged parts of the St. Louis area for many years. 
It is our opinion that without the protection which the proposed plan 
would afford, important sections of St. Louis could be subject to flood- 
ing of catastrophic proportions. 
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To avoid repetition, I refer you to the statement which I filed with 
your committee on behalf of the Chamber of Commerce of Metro- 
politan St. Louis, for the reasons outlined therein, and in accordance 
with a formal policy previously adopted by the board of commis- 
sioners of the Bi-State Development Agency, it is ae urged 
that your committee give favorable consideration to the flood protec- 
tion project for the city of St. Louis now under study. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, before closing I should like to take this means 
of expressing my sincere gratitude, which I know is shared by count- 
less residents of the St. Louis area, to the C orps of Engineers for the 
forthright manner in which they have approached the problem of 
flood control in our city. On the many occasions on which it has been 
my pleasure to confer with their personnel I have noted with much 
satisfaction how hopefully and impartially they are serving the needs 
of our area and thereby the Nation as a whole. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Davis. Any questions on this side? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Davis. I may say to one of our colleagues who has just come 
in from another meeting that this involves a ‘protective works on the 
west side of the Mississippi River to protect the St. Louis are: 
city of St. Louis. This is the largest city on the Mississippi River 
and is the only city wthout protecton for the city. They have no 
protection at all. 

Since 1844 I think the annual average damage has been $6 million 
a year. Think of it. In 1951 this committee went out to look at 
the Missouri-Kansas flood. That flood did a damage of more than 
$1 billion. 

So I want my colleagues to know that these gentlemen are here 
asking for our consideration to authorize some work on the western 
side of the Mississippi River to protect the great city of St. Louis, 
with its tremendous population and its great. wealth, because it has 
absolutely no protection as of the moment. 

[ think I made a pretty good witness myself. 

Mr. Tuompeson. Mr. Chairman, I do want to apologize to the com- 
mittee and those who were testifying for having been late. I did 
have another meeting and wanted to get here for several reasons. 
One is my interest in all of the Mississippi River. Secondly, because 
my colleague, next to whom I sit on the other committee, never let me 
forget for the past 2 months that this problem existed and this com- 
mittee was expected to act on it. 

Mr. Davis. It is Karsten, Sullivan, and Curtis—Tinker to Evers to 
Chance. 

Mr. Macurowicz. May I say I have been privileged to be on the 
subcommittee which was present at St. Louis immediately after the 
flood. I realize probably better than some of us who have not had 
the opportunity to be there the terrible devastation which was caused. 
I sincerely hope that this committee will be able to do something with- 
out much delay to take care of a situation which is really a tragic one. 
Mr. Davis. Mr. Karsten, do you think we need any more proof? I 
am rather inclined to think if your other witnesses would simply file 
their statements for the record so that they personally would be identi- 
fied with the agencies of Government or otherwise, that they repre- 
sent, we would havea pretty good record here this morning. 
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Mr. Karsren. I certainly agree with you, Mr. Chairman, especially 
in view of the fine statement you just concluded making in support of 
the project. As a matter of fact I was thinking seriously of calling 
you as the next witness. 

However, before we do conclude, Mr. Chairman, I do want to call 
one more witness if we may do that, who is really an outstanding ex- 
pert on the subject of flood control. That is Mr. Morton Meyer, presi- 
dent of the St. Louis Flood Control Association. Mr. Meyer. 


STATEMENT OF MORTON MEYER, PRESIDENT, ST. LOUIS FLOOD 
CONTROL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Meyer. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, before I make my brief 
statement I would like to file statements of some of our leading citizens 
who were unable to be here or who have been here and had to go home. 
I have one from Judge Luman F. Matthews who is county supervisor 
of St. Louis County, where half a million of our people who work in 
St. Louis live and have their residencies. 

I have a letter here from Mr. Harry Gaines, president of the Gaines 
Hardwood Lumber Co., who indicates his own specific problem to 
illustrate all of these things which we tell you in a general way. 

Here is a letter from Mr. Melvin Stern, president of the Richfer 
Corp. 

Here is a letter from Mr. Charles Swartout, operations manager of 
the Mallinckrodt Chemical Works. 

Here is a letter from Mr. E. Dean Darley, president of the F. B. 
Chamberlain Co. 

Here is a letter from Mr. A. G. Stoughton, chairman of the board of 
the Midwest Piping Co., Ine. 

Here is a statement by Mr. Edwin B. Meissner, Jr., executive vice 
president, St. Louis Car Co. 

Also, an editorial from the St. Louis Post-Dispatch of Friday, July 
15, 1955, and an editorial from the St. Louis Globe Democrat of Fri- 
day, July 15, 1955. 

M: ay I file these for the record ? 

Mr. Davis. Without objection, all those statements will be filed in 
the record at this point. 

(The statements are as follow :) 

GAINES HARDWOOD LUMBER CO., 
St. Louis, Mo., July 11, 1955. 
PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Sirs: During the years 1943, 1944, 1947, and 1951 the Mississippi River 
completely inundated our lumberyards and warehouses, causing serious damage 
to our properties and inventory, and necessitating the vacating of our general 
offices. 

Several million feet of hardwood lumber and plywood are in storage in our 
yards and warehouses, all of which becomes badly deteriorated and, in many 
instances, completely ruined when subjected to floodwater, resulting in an 
enormous economic loss. 

During the 1948 and 1944 floods, when the war was in progress, large quan- 
tities of strategic materials urgently needed for defense were rendered worth- 
less. We have already offered to the Federal Government, in the event of 
another emergency, a substantial portion of our yard and warehouse facilities, 
for the storage of strategic forest products, and if such facilities were utilized 
by the Government, their inventories would suffer the same fate as ours if we 
were to experience a recurrence of high water. 














































180 FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 


When the river is in high stage, the pressure on the two mammoth city sewers, 
which are under our properties, cause the water to spout up and inundate our 
land long before the river reaches a 40-foot stage. When the flood subsides, our 
yards, warehouses, and general offices are covered with foul-smelling sewage 
ranging from human excretion and garbage to dead rats and other small pests. 
The job of removing this filth is an enormous and costly task, and the stench 
prevails long after we have moved back into our premises. 

Shortly before, during and after such floods, our business stops completely, 
causing substantial loss of income to our company, and a loss of time on the 
part of our employees, the greater portion of whom are laid off. 

Obviously, we are sorely in need of relief from these ravages of the Missis- 
sippi River, and it is our profound hope that your committee will give favorable 
consideration to the approval of the United States Army Corps of Engineers’ 
proposal to build a flood wall, which will protect this flood area against a 
52-foot stage of the river. 

Cordially yours, 
Harry D. GAINgs, President. 


RIcHFER CORP., 
St. Louis, Mo., July 7, 1955. 
PusLic WorKs CoMMITTEE, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: Our executive officers and employees appeal to your committee 
for favorable action on flood protection for the city of St. Louis. 

Our appeal is not based entirely upon selfish motives of the executives of this 
company—it would be of tremendous aid in alleviating the loss of time for 
employees through no fault of their own or of the management. 

At a 42-foot flood stage, our employees lost in excess of 5,100 man-hours, and 
it cost our company $8,146 for sand and bagging to protect our property. If the 
flood state ever reaches 52 feet, it would mean that we would have to abandon 
our property. 

I sincerely feel that this would be a self-liquidating expense as waste of this 
type that has occurred in the past, benefits no one. 

We hope to have your favorable vote. 

Yours very truly, 
MELVIN STERN, Vice President. 


MALLINCKRODT CHEMICAL WoORKS, 
St. Louis, Mo., July 13, 1955. 
Mr. Morton MEYER, 
President, St. Louis Flood Control Association, 
St. Louis, Mo. 


Dear Mr. MEYER: We are submitting herewith a brief report on the possible 
damage to the plant and operations of the Mallinckrodt Chemical Works which 
would be caused by a major flood of the Mississippi River at St. Louis. It is 
our hope that this presentation of its effect on us will serve to indicate what 
the effect of such a flood would be on a major portion of St. Louis industry, 
and that it will be helpful in presenting the case for St. Louis flood protection 
to the Public Works Committees of the United States Senate and House of 
Representatives. 

The Mallinckrodt Chemical Works has been engaged in the manufacture of 
high purity chemicals for 88 years in its present location. The area covered 
by the plant is approximately 35 acres located generally east of 3600 North 
Broadway between Salisbury and Angelrodt Streets and extending eastward in 
part to the riverfront. 

We are vitally interested in flood control since recurring high river stages have 
been a problem with us for a number of years. By the provision of our own 
plant protection measures, we are now in the position that minor floods usually 
cause little damage or curtailment of operations. They do, of course, necessi- 
tate some expenditure for putting our protective measures in effect. A major 
flood, anything over 43 feet river stage, would inundate the plant. This would 
cause serious damage to buildings, equipment, and chemical stocks. In addi- 
tion, it would seriously curtail operations and necessitate the expenditure of 
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large sums of money for repair and rehabilitation of the plant and all plant 
facilities. 

We are informed by the Corps of Engineers that the river flow of the flood 
of 1844 was 1,300,000 cubic feet per second. We are further informed that were 
this same flow to take place today the river stage at St. Louis would be approxi- 
mately 52 feet. It is difficult to estimate the full extent of the damage of such 
a flood. The advance warning obtained, the duration of high flood stages, and 
the time for the water to recede all have a major bearing on this estimate of 
damage. Our best guess is that the total loss incurred by us as a result of a 
52-foot flood would range from $1 million to $2,500,000. 

The indirect effects of a flood of this magnitude would also be appreciable. 
For example, we would estimate that approximately one-half of our total St. 
Louis labor force of 2,200 would be put out of work for periods of anything from 
7 to 90 days. Also since over 90 percent of our company’s products are used 
directly or indirectly in the national defense or public welfare, the loss of this 
production would be serious from a much broader view. Finally, as you know, 
we are operating a plant for the Atomic Energy Commission, located at 65 Destre- 
han Street. The possible losses to the Mallinckrodt Chemical Works as a result 
of a flood at this plant have been included in the dollar loss given above. How- 
ever, if this plant were shut down because of a flood, the United States Govern- 
ment might sustain a considerable indirect damage from loss of production. 
Rather than our making any attempt at evaluating this loss, it is suggested that 
the Atomic Energy Commission might be contacted for an estimate and evaluation 
of this damage. 

Since we feel that adequate flood protection at the Mississippi River at St. 
Louis is of the utmost importance not only to our company, not only to St. Louis 
industry, but to the entire city of St. Louis, you may, as always, be assured 
of our continued active support and cooperation. If we may be of further 
help in any way, please let us know. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES W. SwArRTOouT, 
Operations Manager. 


F. B. CHAMBERLAIN Co., 


St. Lowis, Mo. 
STATEMENT OF E. D. DARLEY 


Gentlemen, my name is Dean Darley, I am president of the F. B. Chamberlain 
Co. in St. Louis. In our 108 years we have weathered many calamities, but 
let me tell you about one that will sink our corporate sbip. 

I speak of that granddaddy flood that the Army engineers tell us can occur 
any time now—a movement of water past St. Louis that occurred in 1844, and 
remember, that volume of water occurred without benefit of the denuded forest 
and squandered farms that man has despoiled into burned and chopped waste- 
land and bald powdery prairies. Even a layman like me can easily imagine 
a great granddaddy flood more like the one Noah knew. All we need is the 
proper timing with the Missouri, Mississippi and local rains cooperating to pour 
upon us waters such as we dread to contemplate. 

We have been in the middle of the floods of recent years. The last one sur- 
rounded our plant, covered our railroad spurs and roads so that no boxcar or 
truck could move in and out. With a 24-hour crew we barricaded, sandbagged, 
and pumped as the water rese above our sidewalk and were able to keep out the 
flood, except for seepage which attained an ever larger volume. Our pumps, in- 
cluding a big 5-inch one, were taxed to their limit. Fortunately the water 
stopped rising just as we wondered how much longer we could stave off disaster. 

We had, by a mad scramble, moved $20,000 worth of merchandise out of our 
basement to upper floors. Our first floor was crowded with goods that had no 
place to go. A little higher water would have poured into the ground floor— 
stopped our pumps, and since our merchandise is food stuffs packed in paper or 
in paper containers it would have been completely lost. 

What if it had come up another 8 or 10 feet? We dislike thinking of it yet 
we must. It can happen here. 

And then our thoughts go to the established fact of levees to protect all cities 
like ours on the Missouri, Mississippi, and Ohio. Our Government has already 
seen fit to protect them. I ask myself why is St. Louis the only orphan—the 
only important town that our Government thinks is expendable. Perhaps it is not 
Washington’s fault. Perhaps we have been too bashful to ask. 
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We are here remedying that. We are now begging you to treat us like your 
other children, to give us a flood wall now—yes now before it is too late. We 
are certain that you have nothing (except perhaps our armed might) that is as 
urgent as our plea—all the clamoring for deep waterways, dams, reclamation, 
and all noisy claims on you for millions and billions take second place beside 
the logic—honesty and extreme urgency of our claim on you for priority. We 
are a sitting duck, Father Mississippi is raising his shotgun. It’s not too late 
for you to enact a closed season. 


MIDWEST PIPING Co., INC., 
St. Louis, Mo., July 12, 1955. 
St. Louris FLoop CONTROL ASSOCIATION, 
Broadway and Olive Streets, St. Louis, Mo. 


(Attention: Mr. Morton Meyer, President.) 


GENTLEMEN: In view of the importance to St. Louis of the coming hearings 
before the Committee on Public Works of the two branches of Congress, I 
deem it a privilege to be permitted to outline briefly the experience of our 
company in combating Mississippi River floods during the past 35 years. 

Our plants occupy four city blocks in what is known as the Kosciusko area, 
opposite reach No. 4 of the St. Louis flood-control plan. All of our operations 
are at street level and when the river is in flood and reaches a 28-foot stage, 
the adjoining streets are flooded and it becomes necessary to sandbag shop and 
office entrances. 

When a 40- or 41-foot stage is reached, as has happened in recent years, it 
becomes impossible to keep water out of the shop and it becomes necessary 
to employ pumping equipment in an effort to keep the plants in operation. 

Our costs during recent years, due to combating floodwaters and repairing 
resulting damage, foundation settlements, rehabilitation of merchandise, re- 
moval of silt deposits, curtailed manufacturing operations with loss of customer 
goodwill, could well exceed half a million dollars. 

Should the day ever come, as it well may, when the river reaches a 52-foot 
or even a 47-foot stage, we would find ourselves under approximately 8 feet of 
water. Our loss under such conditions could well be measured in millions of 
dollars. 

It seems to me that St. Louis and St. Louis industries are entitled to some 
measure of flood protection, such as has been accorded other major river cities. 
It is my fervent hope, therefore, that the Congress may take prompt and 
favorable action in providing the funds recommended by our Army engineers 
for the fulfillment of the St. Louis flood-control plan. 

Yours truly, 
A. G. SrouGcHTon, Chairman, 


My name is Edwin B. Meissner, Jr., I am executive vice president of the 
St. Louis Car Co., 8000 North Broadway, St. Louis 15, Mo. 

Our company manufactures railroad equipment, subway cars, rapid transit 
cars, streetcars, trolley coaches, and other forms of mass transportation equip- 
ment and we are also privileged to be executing substantial contracts for our 
Armed Forces. We are building landing vehicles for the United States Navy 
for use by the Marine Corps, and special rocket containers for the Army Ord- 
nance Department. In all periods of national defense emergency our company 
has contributed substantially to the materiel needs of our Government. 

We are located in north St. Louis, about a half mile from the banks of the 
Mississippi River. We normally employ approximately 1,200 people. 

Because of the fact that we build large heavy equipment, the vast majority 
of our incoming freight is received by rail and practically all of our outgoing 
shipments are made by rail. As a result, we have approximately 15 miles of 
inplant trackage served by our own locomotives, and our lines connect with the 
Terminal Railroad Association which in turn connects our 60-acre plant with 
all railroads into and out of the St. Lonis area. 

Each time the Mississippi River reaches a flood stage of 32 feet our operations 
are handicapped, and at 34 feet it becomes impossible to move railroad cars 
into or out of our plant. This seriously disrupts production because of material 
shortages, and also because production lines become clogged since finished 
products cannot be shipped and intraplant movements from building to building 
are curtailed because the track area is inundated. 
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The record of operational curtailment in the recent past is as follows: 


Number 

Dates of days 
sa ltl rnin 13 
I a cai retain iinabiotnebetenparettl 2 
Is wecetnentennsintete me lsndinaneinetarenren 3 
SOR er a sled incinenibigde oo ate iingptibnacneinivaadiiidan 17 
Apr. 25 through May 7, 1944_____-__-__ a as 13 
on  esmeieeouphidemionent 3 
ee ns eaialieenpniesiblheteeheesiciiemeerenenerlies 29 
OPTRA, Ten ol ee iit reer famine tire res 25 
OE a ie sin aise nse grt eters eterna alae a 3 


This record, as impressive as it is, does not tell the whole story because on 
numerous other occasions floods have been predicted but have never materialized 
to quite the extent expected. Nevertheless, in preparation for the high water 
it was necessary to move material, relocate cars, equipment, and supplies, causing 
manpower waste and expense. During all of these periods it has been necessary 
to lay off numerous employees who could not be kept at work because of the 
severe curtailment of operations caused by the high water. 

Should a flood of the magnitude which we understand could occur in this area, 
namely 52 feet, be visited upon us, the material and financial damage would be 
tremendous because all of our shops would be under water to a depth of 5 to 
8 feet, and all the machinery, motors, equipment, etc., would be severely damaged. 
It would require many months to rehabilitate such items and get the plant back 
in operation. The investment in our plant buildings and equipment has a current 
value of over $10 million; our inventory and work in progress is very substantial, 
and much would be badly and some irreparably damaged. During 1950 we made 
a rather extensive study of the total damages which might occur at a 47-foot 
flood stage. At that time we estimated total damages of $5% million, plus a 
daily loss due to business interruption of approximately $5,000 per day. At this 
date such a figure would be too low because of higher costs of labor and material, 
greater production, and larger inventory, so that we would estimate at this time 
total damages could amount to approximately $10 million. 

The protection planned by the Corps of Engineers is desperately needed and 
I know that the situation faced by our company, as briefly outlined above, is 
typical of the problem faced by many other manufacturing plants similarly 
located. We earnestly urge favorable action on the proposed legislation so badly 
needed for the protection of the city of St. Louis and its citizens. 

Thank you. 


{From the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, Friday, July 15, 19551 


A St. Lovis Jos ror CONGRESS 


St. Louis’ case for local flood-protection works is scheduled to be heard by 
the Public Works Committees of the House and Senate in Washington next 
Wednesday and Thursday. Mayor Tucker will head a delegation testifying in 
behalf of the project. The arguments with which the St. Louisans will be armed 
seem to us completely convincing. 

This city suffers frequently from dangerous and costly floods, and is believed 
to be vulnerable to a greater flood than any that has so far occurred here. The 
floods of 1944, 1947, and 1951 caused damages totaling $20 million. A single 
flood of 52 feet, which the Army Engineers estimate to be the maximum ex- 
pectable flood at St. Louis, would do some $119 million damage. 

There is therefore no question of the need for local flood-protection works. 
Equally demonstrable is St. Louis’ willingness to share in the financial burden. 
The sum of $7,547,000 was voted by an overwhelming majority of our citizens 
for the flood-control works, which were proposition No. 20 in the recent bond- 
issue election. 

The city, moveover, will bear the cost of maintaining the works—about $434,000 
a year—so that the Federal Government’s initial cost will be its only cost. 

The St. Louis flood-protection project consists of pumping stations to remove 
runoff from flooded sewers, and alternating earthen enbankments and reinforced 
crete floodwalls, 11 miles of them. St. Louis is the only major city along the 
Mississippi River without such local flood-protection works. East St. Louis has 
flood works which protect it to a crest of 47 feet. 

The neglect of this vital safeguard at St. Louis is one which Congress now 
has a golden opportunity to redress. 
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{From the St. Louis Globe Democrat, Friday, July 15, 1955] 


NEEDED FLOOD PROTECTION 


St. Louis will have the opportunity next week to present to the Public Works 
Committees of both Houses of Congress the urgent need for the flood-control pro- 
gram projected for this area. Approval of the plan by the committees would be 
an important step in securing the authorization of the project by Congress. 

This city’s recognition of the importance of adequate protection is attested by 
the fact that the voters approved the expenditure of $7,500,000 as St. Louis’ 
share of the cost in the May 26 bond election. This action, as well as other im- 
pressive evidence of the need for protection, avill be presented by a group of civic 
leaders who will go to Washington for the hearings. 

St. Louis, which is the largest city on the Mississippi River without a flood- 
control program, has suffered from a number of serious floods in recent years— 
in 1947, 1948, 1951, and 1952. The plan which has been approved by the Army 
engineers and has the indorsement of the Bureau of the Budget, would protect 
the city from a flood stage of 52 feet. Without such protection a flood of that 
magnitude would cause damage estimated in millions of dollars and threaten 
the health and economic life of the city. 

The project as prepared by the Army engineers calls for a system of levees and 
flood walls from Baden down to Jefferson Barracks. Included are measures to 
safeguard the city’s water plant at Chain of Rocks and the sewer system of the 
city. With the completion of the flood-control works, about 800 acres of low- 
lying land in north St. Louis would become available for industrial develop- 
ment. Because of the flood threat, this land is now virtually worthless. St. 
Louis needs more large tracts of land to attract new industries. 

Bills to authorize the project, with an estimated overall cost of $120,427,000, are 
now before both Houses of Congress. Favorable action by the Public Works 
Committees will make it possible for authorization of the plan before Congress 
adjourns. Since it will require at least 6 years to complete the project, it is 
important that congressional action be expedited. 


STATEMENT OF LUMAN F. MATTHEWS, SUPERVISOR, St. Louis County, Mo. 


Gentlemen, I am here today representing St. Louis County, Mo. St. Louis 
County adjoins the city of St. Louis on its Missouri perimeter and consists of 
96 municipalities and a large urban unincorporated area with a population of 
approximately 600,000. 

I would like to call your attention to the fact that any construction in con- 
nection with the proposed flood-control program for the city of St. Louis would 
not be located in any part of St. Louis County. 

Yet, St. Louis County is directly interested in the completion of the proposed 
flood-control program for it would be of benefit to the entire metropolitan St. 
Louis area and contribute to the economic welfare of the county and would 
lessen the health problems that are created by recurrent flood problems that 
do not recognize the territorial jurisdiction of political subdivisions. 

I therefore strongly urge this committee to recommend the final passage of 
H. R. 2030, whereby adequate flood control can be assured the metropolitan St. 
Louis area. 


Mr. Macurowrcz. I do not see anything from the Anheuser-Busch 
Co. I know we went there. 

Mr. Davis. They were very cordial to us over there. 

Without objection, all of those statements will be made a part of 
the record. 

Mr. Meyer. Yes, sir. May I make my statement, sir? 

Mr. Davis. Yes, sir. You can summarize it, if you care to. 

Mr. Meyer. It is very brief. It sort of covers a synopsis of the 
whole problem of the past few years. 

Pittsburgh has flood protection. Cincinnati has flood protection. 
So has Louisville and Omaha and East St. Louis, Ill., and many other 
cities all over the country, all provided by Federal funds. We are 
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happy that they are protected. St. Louis, Mo., is the only large city 
on a navigable stream that has had none. It is the largest city in 
the great ‘Missouri- Mississippi River Valley and the eighth largest 
city in the Nation and because of its importance in the national econ- 
omy deserves Federal attention. 

We have no one to blame for our present lack of flood protection. 
We just overlooked asking for it many years ago. During the last 
century and the early part of this one we had occasional flood condi- 
tions at St. Louis—a high-water stage of serious proportions, once 
every 10 or 20 years. The hardy citizens dried their shoes, swept 
out the muc ‘k, and went back to work. : 

But coming into the 1940’s the situation changed. We broke a 

99-year record for stage height in 1943, with the highest stage re- 
corded since the great flood of 1844—still the granddaddy of them 
“ ht back with another recordbreaker the very 
next ‘year—1944—w hich broke the record for 100 years. Then, with 
only 2 year’s respite, we broke the 103-year record in 1947. Ina period 
of 5 years we had experienced 3 recordbreaking floods which caused 
damages of approximately $20 million. 

These three experiences pointed up to us the need for examining 
this situation and determining what, if anything, might be done about 
it. We wondered, as laymen, what was causing these more frequently 
recurring higher river stages. We found the answer was quite simple. 

In those earlier days the rivers and their hundreds of tributaries 
had vast runoff areas. However, as cities upstream built levees and 
towns and farmers built dikes to protect themselves, a large part of 
these runoff areas were denied to the rivers. The water thus had no 
place to go but downstream, and downstream of both the Missouri and 
the Mississippi is St. Louis. The alteration of the riverbeds is also 
involved, but perhaps with a lesser impact. 

When we, again as laymen, were told by engineers—Army and pri- 

rate alike—that due to these changed conditions the same volume flow 
of water as passed St. Louis in 1844 and caused a stage height of 
41 feet would today cause a stage height of 52 feet, we were startled 
into forming our association. 

We knew what 41 feet had been doing to our city [illustrated sketch- 
ily by these photographs taken in 19 51], and it was only a matter of 
simple mathematics to visualize what would happen if we had 11 feet 
on top of the 41 feet. [These pictures show where the water would 
reach in various locations in the event of a 52-foot stage. | 

Such a stage would mean a disaster to St. Louis even greater than 
the Kansas City flood disaster of 1951. When we formed our asso- 
ciation in 1947 we did not know, of course, that 4 years later, in 1951, 
we were to break another record—the 107-year record—with another 
estimated $10 million loss. But we do know now that all the news- 
papers in the country carried screaming headlines that the greatest 
flood in history was pouring down on St. ‘Louis from Kansas City , and, 
indeed, it was. Three factors saved us: (1) A great many breaks in 
levees and walls occurred between Kansas © ity and St. Louis; (2) the 
Mississippi River was not high concurrently ; and (3) there was no 
local rainfall during the entire period of the crest. 

Had one or more of those factors been unfavorable, those newspaper 
headline predictions would have come true and we would have had the 
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greatest flood in our history. The very next year, 1952, the Missouri 
River was again in flood and Omaha was saved only by the heroic work 
of the Army Corps of Engineers. We were warned to be ready for 
another bad time at St. Louis, but once again providence smiled upon 
us and during the entire second half of April, when normally we can 
expect a lot of rain, there was uninterrupted sunshine through the 
entire valley. 

How long can we be so lucky? One year the unfavorable factors 
will bunch up and St. Louis will become a billion dollar pile of rubble. 

So, to go back to 1947, we formed our association and started out to 
tell others at home and in’ Washington the critical nature of our 
problem. 

We told them first of all that we need not break any records, although 
we know records are made to be broken, but need merely equal the 
record volume flow of 1844 to have a stage in St. Louis of 52 feet. 

We told them that a 52-foot stage would mean the following: 

1. Inundation of waterworks and reservoirs. A great city without 
water becomes easy prey for pestilence, fire, and death. 

2. Inundation of over 250 miles of railroad track—main line and 
switchyard. A great city without transportation facilities becomes 
an embargo area. Except for a trickle, raw materials cannot come 
in—finished goods cannot go out. 

3. Warehouses loaded with food and all manner of products would 
be ruined at the cost of millions. 

4. Industrial plants would be unable to operate. These include the 
atomic energy plant operated by Mallinckrodt Chemical Works. This 
cessation of operations is accompanied by widespread unemployment. 

5. Public utilities would be seriously hampered. During the 1937 
flood at Louisville, Ky., the citizens were without gas and electric serv- 
ice for over 4 weeks. 

6. Hundreds of low- and middle-cost residences would be completely 
ruined as they were in Kansas City in 1951. In the directly affected 
area, there are churches and schools that would be badly damaged. 

7. There are also hundreds of small-business operators who from 
January to July live in daily fear that tomorrow’s flood may wipe them 
out. 

And, we told them that these things would happen any year because 
we need only equal a record to have it happen. 

Our association, helped by the city Adniinioiwesiis and the chamber 
of commerce, secured congressional authorization in 1948 for a survey 
and project report at a cost of $237,000. y 

When only a portion of this amount was appropriated at the start, we 
found it necessary to work for piecemeal appropriations each year 
until the report could be completed in late 1953—5 years later. ~ 

The completed report was then approved by the division engineer 
and the Chief of Engineers and finally by the Board of Engineers who 
handed down their favorable decision in the spring of 1954. 

Bills to authorize were introduced into both Houses of the Congress 
late in the 1954 session. 

Meanwhile, approval of our project had been freely given by the 
various departments who have the option of approval and also by the 
Governor of Missouri. ; 


Bills were introduced into both Houses of the Congress again this 
year. 
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Meanwhile, the local participation requirement was taken care of 
in St. Louis when the voters by 5 to 1, 117,000 to 23,000, approved 
proposition No. 20 in our $110-million bond issue. That proposition 
allotted $7,547,000 as St. Louis’ share of the flood-control project 
expense. , 

This reassurance that the people of our community really want this | 
project reportedly influenced the Bureau of the Budget to report favor- 
ably to the Secretary of the Army on June 18. 

Now all steps are completed except authorization and appropria- 
tion by Congress. We appeal today for that authorization and appro- 
priation. We realize that it will require a lot of money, but as tax- 
yayers who supply the money, we feel this expenditure should be 
looked upon as an investment to insure us against losses greater than 
the amount involved. When floods are permitted to ravage great 
cities, the loss to the Federal Treasury is threefold. 

1. The actual physical loss is deductible. 

2. The inactive industries earn no taxable income during the period 
of rehabilitation. 

3. The huge amounts of relief money sent into the disaster areas are 
a dead out-of-Treasury loss. 

Accordingly, why not look upon flood control as a preventive meas- 
ure? We do not hesitate to spend money for fire stations to prevent 
destruction by fire, nor for police departments and the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation to prevent destruction by the criminal, nor for vacci- 
nation and inoculation programs to prevent destruction by disease. 
Then why for a single moment hesitate to spend money to prevent 
destruction by a destroyer as vicious as any of those—the flood ¢ 

And only those of us—and that includes many of you gentlemen 
who came out to visit us in 1951 to inspect—who have actually seen 
what a mad swirling river overtopping its banks with an irresistible 
force, leaves behind it in indescribable havoc and ruin, can really 
understand the hopeless despair in the hearts of those in the path of 
such catastrophe. 

And I believe all right-thinking Americans, whether they live in 
Maine or in California or in the Northwest or the Southeast, will 
applaud every effort to spare their fellow citizens everywhere in the 
country loss and destruction by the flood that can be prevented. 

So, gentlemen, we now appeal to you to speed this project through 
the legislative channels as quickly as you can. By doing so you will 
remove the Damocles sword that dangles constantly over our very life- 
blood and existence. By doing so you will remove from our beloved 
city of St. Louis the perennial peril of flood disaster. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Smiru. Mr. Chairman, when the committee visited St. Louis 
in 1951 Mr. Meyer was very cooperative in showing us the damage. 

Mr. Davis. Yes. I also remember it very well personally. All 
right, Mr. Karsten, 

Mr. Karsten. Our distinguished colleague, Representative Price, 
of East St. Louis, has just come into the room. We have enlisted his 
support, knowing the success they have had in securing flood-control 
appropriations. He is here as a witness in our behalf. 

Mr. Davis. We are very happy to have our distinguished colleague 
testify on this matter. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. MELVIN PRICE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 


Mr. Price. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I can see 
that the committee recognizes this problem, and from the attitude of 
the committee I think they fully understand the problem. 

I am on the east side of the river. We have had adequate levee 

protection over there for many years, on the theory that that was 
the bottom land along the river. But as the levees grew on the east 
side—and they are growing higher and higher each year so that in 
the next levee program they will rise so that the crown will be about 
52 feet—that indicates a rising fear of the flood stage in that area. 
When the levees were down about 40 to 45 feet there was still a 
threat of floods to the west bank, but as they rise that threat becomes 
greater. It has always been a source of amazement to me that more 
attention has not been given to adequate flood protection on the west 
side of the river. 
I think it is high time something should be done about this situa- 
tion because there is a definite threat to one of the largest municipalities 
in the country, and I just hope that this effort to obtain this protection 
is not coming too late and that some flood stage does not occur within 
the next 2 years before you are able to get into actual work which 
will cause serious physical damage in this area. 

This is a program which is an urgent program and no time should 
be lost in providing adequate flood protection for the city of St. Louis. 
Mr. Davis. Thank you, Mr. Price. 

Mr. Karsten. With that I would almost like to rest our case. I 
do have one more witness who requests 3 minutes. If the committee 
will indulge him we will be glad to hear from Mr. Robert Brooks. 
Mr. Davis. A former engineer, formerly from west Tennessee. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT BROOKS 


Mr. Brooxs. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. And the man who 
built some of your streets along the Wolf River during your term as 
mayor. 

Mr. Davis. That is correct. 

Mr. Brooxs. I do not know that it is necessary to qualify myself 
because you and Mr. Dempsey, with whom I worked on the Pan Amer- 
ican Highway for many years, know I have appeared before your 
committee before. I simply want to mention that fact, that the great 
Army engineer, statesman, and educator, Robert E. Lee, lived on 
Second and Vine Streets in St. Louis from 1837 to 1841, and saved 
St. Louis as a river port, being the first Army engineer to build a 
dike at the Mississippi River. 

General Lee first commanded troops at St. Louis in 1855; at Jefferson 
Barracks, 18 years later. 

You all have the opportunity now to save St. Louis as a city through 
this flood protection. The one angle that I wanted to mention is 
that it will stay in your memory if I show the connection here with 
national defense. Verne Hanna, the chief engineer of the Terminal 
Railroad Association, brought out that they served 322 industries, 
most of whom have contracts with the Department of National De- 
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fense. In the same category are two firms, one in north St. Louis 
and one in south St. Louis. 

The one in north St. Louis is the Mallinckrodt Chemical Works on 
Second and Mallinckrodt Streets, which has a very important contract 
with the Atomic Energy Commission. If we have this flood that 
the Army engineers say we will probably have some day, there will be 
10 or 11 feet of water in the Mallinckrodt company’s plant at Second 
and Mallinckrodt Streets. 

On blocks 1700 to 2000 south—in other words, 17 blocks south of 
Market Street in St. Louis—is the Monsanto Chemical Co., which 
has contracts with the Department of Defense. When, as, and if 
they have this flood they will be damaged to the amount of $3 million 
immediately, but also will lose $40,000 a day while this flood lasts. 
It is estimated that this flood will last from 20 to 30 days and will 
cost them an additional $40,000 a day while that goes on. You can 
imagine the effect that the floodwaters of the Mississippi River will 
have on those tremendous supplies of raw chemicals out on the ground 
so far as the health and welfare of the people are concerned. 

Mr. Chairman, I simply wanted to bring out this angle of national 
defense and appear here as a consulting engineer and as chairman of 
the waterworks committee of the Chamber of Commerce of Metro- 
politan St. Louis. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you, Mr. Brooks. 

Mr. Karsten. Mr. Chairman, the remaining witnesses on the agenda 
have asked permission to file statements for the record. I think, “how- 
ever, it might be fitting to call our city counselor to summarize the 
proceedings to this point and perhaps be the final witness. May we 
call Mr. S. H. Liberman, city counselor of St. Louis? 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Liberman. 


STATEMENT OF SAMUEL H. LIBERMAN, CITY COUNSELOR, CITY OF 
ST. LOUIS, MO. 


Mr. Liserman. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am probably the 
only member of the delegation who is not qualified as an expert on 
the subject of flood control. However, my experience as a lawyer 
is such as to indicate to me that when the court is with you it is time 
for you to sit down and conclude your argument. 

I think the witnesses have demonstrated first of all that in the con- 
sidered judgment of the Corps of Engineers, in their expert judgment, 
the possibility of a flood of such devastating proportions is one that 
is more than a possibility. It falls within the realm of probability. 

Our other witnesses have shown you that the city of St. Louis is 
willing to pay its share of the cost as allocated by the Corps of Engi- 
neers on the recommendation, first of all, of a citizens bond issue 
screening committee, which gave this project top priority by including 
this bond issue in the election where it was carried by the over whelm- 
ing vote of the people. 

I should like to conclude with this one statement: Some time ago a 
very distinguished American, Mr. Bernard Baruch, was testifying 
before a committee of the Senate. During the course of his testi- 
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mony he was asked to what he attributed his success in the financial 
world. He made this statement: 


I observed the future and I acted on it before it happened. 

You gentlemen have observed the future. We trust you will act on 
it before it happens. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you so very much. 

Mr. Karsten. Mr. Chairman, that concludes our presentation. I 
would like to ask unanimous consent that the record be kept open for 
letters and other documents which may be received in support of this 
program, if that will be in order. 

Mr. Davis. Without objection, that may be done, but I do not think 
we should burden the record with a lot of extraneous matter. 

Mr. Karsten. I would say certainly a reasonable number. It would 
not be any unreasonable number, and probably not more than half a 
dozen. 

Mr. Davis. It would not have to be a part of the formal printed 
record, but could be made a part of the hearing. 

Mr. Karsten. That is perfectly satisfactory. 

Mr. Davis. Not a part of the printed hearing but a part of the 
hearing of this morning. 

Mr. Karsten. I so amend my request. 

Mr. Davis. Without objection it will be so ordered. I wish you 
would give to the reporter the names and statements of those wit- 
nesses. 

Mr. Karsten. Yes. I shall do that. 

Mr. Davis. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

(The documents referred to are as follow :) 


LANGE Bros., INc., 
St. Louis, Mo., July 12, 1955. 
The Honorable MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE PUBLIC WorRKS COMMITTEE, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Lange Bros. have been in business since 1940, prior to that date they had 
been employees of other fertilizer manufacturers since 1922. Since the company 
of Lange Bros. has been formed they have suffered sizable losses from the 
Mississippi floods. These losses are as follows: 


These floods occurred when our inventory was at its lowest point. If the 
flood had been either earlier or later our losses would have been several times 
greater. It was necessary for us to reconstruct a portion of our plant which 
was seriously damaged in the 1951 flood, at a cost of $217,000. We have asked 
at no time for any Government aid in our disasters. Our annual production of 
commercial fertilizers, if converted to and on the basis of human food, this food 
would be sufficient to feed breakfast and lunch to every one in the city of St. 
Louis and its suburbs. 

Very truly yours, 
LANGE Bros. 





STATEMENT oF H. L. CoLWELL, MANAGER, St. Louis PLANTS, RALSTON Purina Co. 


Gentlemen of the committee, I am H. L. Colwell, representing Ralston Purina 
Co. We operate a 300,000-ton-per-year poultry and livestock feed mill adjacent 
to the flood area of the Mississippi River at St. Louis, Mo. 

In addition to the feed mill we operate a million and a quarter bushel elevator 
located on the wharf at Madison Street in the flood area adjacent to the Missis- 
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sippi River. We depend upon this elevator to a large extent to store and supply 
the feed mill with seasonal grain. In the past we have been obliged to protect 
our elevator property by sandbagging, pumping out floodwater, and construction 
of portable flood walls. 

During an 8-year period, between 1944 and 1952, we spent $76,100.67 for 
protection purposes. This does not include any calculation for loss of operation 
from 1 to 3 weeks each year that a flood above the 34-foot stage occurred. A 
34-foot stage on the St. Louis gage stops all our elevator operations. 

Between 1903 and 1927 the Mississippi River reached this stage 4 times in the 
24-year period. 

From 1927 to 1951 the Mississippi River reached this stage 8 times within the 
24-year period. The frequency of flood, therefore, increased 100 percent in the 
second 24-year period. 

We are deeply concerned, not alone for the operation of the elevator, but 
also from the effects of the collapse of railroad switching facilities in the city, 
which could shut down the operations of our feed mill. We manufacture an 
average of more than 25,000 tons of poultry and livestock feed each month for 
which our customers are dependent upon our continued operation. A _ tie-up 
of the switching facilities of the railroads in St. Louis in the flood area could 
cripple not only our elevator and feed-mill operation but also that of hundreds 
of other dependent industries. 

Should a disastrous flood occur, our company could sustain a total loss of 
between 3% million and 5 million dollars on the building and contents of the 
elevator, depending on the inventory values at the time. This elevator is almost 
entirely wooden construction and could not withstand the ravages of the Missis- 
sippi River for any prolonged time. Sandbagging is not effective above a 42-foot 
stage. 

We recommend and urge the approval of the plan of protection as proposed 
by the Corps of Engineers for the city of St. Louis to the full 52-foot stage. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM W. Crowpvus 


Much has been, or will be, said by other witnesses today about the all-important 
health and safety factors incident to the much-needed flood protection for 
St. Louis. Therefore, I shall not indulge in repetition on that score, but will 
limit my brief remarks to the importance of flood control for my city insofar 
as the commerce of the Nation is affected thereby. 

St. Louis is not only the gateway to the West, but it is the focal point, as it 
were, for the astronomical volume of interstate commerce which flows to and 
from all sections of the country. 

Everyone knows St. Louis’ position as a great rail and transport center, and 
it is axiomatic that floods are one of the greatest menaces known to transporta- 
tion facilities. 

As an attorney, I dealt with many problems which arose in the St. Louis area 
re manufacturing and distribution of military supplies during World War II and 
the Korean conflict. I know, therefore, the importance of my city in this respect. 
I shudder to query what would have happened if a 47- or 52-foot flood had struck 
St. Louis during the height of either of these last-mentioned conflicts. To ask 
the question is to answer it. The effects of such a flood would have reached 
out like the tentacles of an octopus all over this great land of ours. Just because 
such a flood did not strike us on either of these last-mentioned occasions does 
not mean we will escape such a disaster in the future. Look how close we came 
to it in 1951, at the time of Kansas City’s great flood. Although St. Louis’ doom 
was universally heralded at that time, we were saved by a combination of circum- 
stances—you might say an act or acts of God. But, gentlemen, our good fortune 
cannot endure forever. 

It wold be the height of folly to assume that a catastrophic flood cannot 
happen in St. Louis in the future. We have had too many close calls and, as 
bad as our prior floods have been, we have by no means seen the worst, if history 
repeats itself. 

Moreover, as time goes on, with all the construction of levees, dikes, and water- 
front development above St. Louis on the Missouri and Mississippi and across 
said city on the latter river, the rivers are becoming more constricted, which 
will make floods possible with less actual water. Apropos of this point is the 
fact that the Army engineers are adding 5 feet to the levee along East St. Louis, 
Ill., across from St. Louis because of the very factors I have just mentioned, 
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It would be a tragedy, indeed, if our national defense were impeded by a 
flood, particularly when such a catastrophe can be avoided by proper flood 
control. 

It is paradoxical that St. Louis, the largest metropolis in the Mississippi 
Valley, has no flood protection, while many smaller cities and areas therein have 
had such protection for a long time. Stranger still is the fact that St. Louis is 
the only large city in the United States on a navigable stream that has no flood 
protection. 

Gentlemen, it is later than you think. The citizens of St. Louis realized this 
when they voted 5 to 1 the $7,500,000 bonds for the city’s share of the proposed 
flood-control plan under consideration today. Kansas City and Louisville ob- 
tained flood protection after the damage was done. We should profit by their 
experiences and adopt this flood-control measure for St. Louis before the damage 
is done. We St. Louisans have done our part and we now respectfully urge that 
the Federal Government authorize the project in order that the actual construc- 
tion work may proceed in the not-too-distant future. 


STATEMENT OF WALTER C. PLOESER, PRESENTED BY EveRETT T. WINTER, EXECUTIVE 
VICE PRESIDENT, MISSISSIPPI VALLEY ASSOCIATION 


My name is Walter C. Ploeser, and I am president of the Mississippi Valley 
Association. The Mississippi Valley Association is a nonprofit organization 
dedicated to the conservation and proper use of our water resources. Its head- 
quarters office has been located in the city of St. Louis for something over 36 
years. 

At its 36th annual meeting with 1,056 delegates present from 30 States, the Mis- 
sissippi Valley Association unanimously passed the following resolution: 

“We recommend that flood control works be constructed to provide adequate 
flood protection for the greater St. Louis area.” 

This resolution did not clear through two committees and through the con- 
vention itself just because some very fine businessmen have their businesses 
in the area to be protected at St. Louis. 

Our people from Kansas City, Omaha, Chicago, Memphis, Cincinnati, Pitts- 
burgh, New Orleans and many other cities of the Nation backed this resolu- 
tion because flood control at St. Louis is necessary for their own protection. St. 
Louis is the only major city in the United States on a navigable stream that 
has no flood protection. 

This situation is dangerous for other communities of the country because the 
city of St. Louis plays such an important part in the economics of so many other 
communities. It is the crossroads of the Nation. 

HKighteen railroads have 250 miles of track in the area to be protected. 

Transcontinental highways leading in every direction hub at St. Louis. 

St. Louis is at the practical hub of the inland waterway system of the coun- 
try. We are near the confluences of the Missouri, Illinois, and the Ohio Rivers 
and Mississippi. The tonnage at and through our ports runs into the millions 
each month. 


Hit St. Louis with a flood and you hit the economies of dozens of other cities 
with that same flood. 

A flood at St. Louis in time of war could so affect the transportation system 
of the country as to have disastrous results. 

We ask you to authorize this project without delay. 


STATEMENT OF DELMOND GARST, DIRECTOR OF REGION 10, CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL 
ORGANIZATIONS 


My name is Delmond Garst and I am regional director for the Congress of 
Industrial Organizations for the States of Missouri, Kansas, and Nebraska. I 
appear here today on behalf of the 55,000 members in the St. Louis area, who 
have a very direct personal and economic stake in the adoption of S. 3520 and 
H. R. 9878. 

We strongly urge the Congress to pass these measures and to assure the great 
industrial city of St. Louis of protection against the ravages of floods. As the 
only major riverfront city which has never had Federal flood control protection, 


St. Louis, we believe, rightfully seeks and expects sympathetic consideration 
from this committee. 
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I am sure this committee will hear testimony from competent witnesses on the 
losses of wages and property Mississippi River floods have caused in St. Louis. 
It doesn’t take an active imagination to picture the result of another flood in 
terms of lives endangered; of individual sufiering and hardships of corporate 
loss in terms of destroyed or damaged property. 

In St. Louis, we have suffered losses that must be figured in the scores of 
millions of dollars; we face even greater losses if nothing is done in this session 
of the Congress. 

I do not want to burden the record by repeating testimony which other witnesses 
have already given. I do, however, want to call the committee’s attention to 
the problems of industrial workers in the event of a future flood. 

Our most conservative estimates, based upon a Mississippi River flood stage 
of 52 feet, of short duration, show that some 35,000 persons would be out of work 
for approximately 30 days. 

Such a situation would create untold personal hardship and suffering—hard- 
ship and suffering which words, alone, cannot describe. Translated into the 
coldest possible economic statistics, that would mean a loss of $11 million in 
wages during that 30-day period. This, alone, would be an economic hardship 
which the community of St. Louis cannot afford. 

When this figure is added to the cost of damaged property and the loss in 
production of essential goods—many essential to the defense of America—the 
financial picture is staggering. 

In addition, many industrial workers live in the areas near to those plants 
which lie in the flood-danger sector. They have the added wory which faces all 
property owners. 

Future industrial expansion in the city of St. Louis is limited due to lack of 
available ground area. Building of the St. Louis levee, as provided for in 
S. 3520 and H. R. 9878, will make available upward of 800 acres for desirable 
industrial plant location. Since our economic future depends upon an expanded 
economy, with an ever-increasing number of jobs for our growing labor force, 
this is an item that deserves attention. 

On behalf of the industrial workers of St. Louis, I want to add the CIO’s urgent 
plea to those you have heard earlier on behalf of adoption, at this session, of the 
St. Louis flood-control project. 

We in St. Louis desperately need this flood-control project. The Nation can 
ill afford the economic loss we would all suffer if another tragic Mississippi 
River flood were to damage our great industrial center. 

We sincerely trust yoii wili adopt thé praiects called for in these common- 
sense bills. 


STATEMENT OF V. C. HANNA, CHIEF ENGINEER OF TERMINAL RAILROAD ASSOCIATION 
or St, Louis aNnp A Director or Str. Louis FLoop ConrTRoL ASSOCIATION 


As chief engineer of the Terminal Railroad Association of St. Louis, represent- 
ing that company, and as the director of the St. Louis Flood Control Association 
assigned to handle the interests of the concerned railroads and on behalf of the 
same, I urgently solicit the approval by the concerned congressional committees 
of the flood-control project for the west bank of the Mississippi River at St. 
Louis. I submit below certain facts and comments on the subject for your con- 
sideration. Throughout the remainder of this discussion the Terminal Railroad 
Association will be referred to as “Terminal.” 

St. Louis, the great transportation gateway to the West, South, and South- 
west, is the second largest railroad center in America. The proprietary lines 
of the Terminal include 15 of the major railroad systems of the country, having 
a combined mileage greater than those entering any other city in the United 
States. Most of these lines terminate in St. Louis, extending into the city from 
all points of the compass. The Terminal has interchange connections with 
22 railroads, including its proprietary lines and 2 barge lines, and handles by 
far the large majority of all the traffic through the St. Louis gateway over 440 
niles of its own trackage. 

The extent of Terminal’s operations, and its great civic value to St. Louis, is 
evidenced” by the fact that all trunkline passenger trains, some 146 of them 
exclusive of commuter service, which enter or leave St. Louis use Union Station 
as their termini, handling 6 million or more passengers a year over Terminal 
tracks. At the various interchange points on the Terminal, there is a daily 
interchange of from 10,000 to 12,000 freight cars in each 24-hour period in 
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addition to loaded freight cars picked up from industries and delivered to the 
various trunklines. 

On the west side of the Mississippi River in the St. Louis area, Terminal 
serves 322 industries, for whom it handles an average of 326,000 loaded and empty 
cars each year. A considerable volume of traffic is also handled by the Manu- 
facturers Railway Co. located on the west bank of the river in reach 4, and the 
Alton & Southern and Illinois Terminal Railroad Co., that enter St. Louis over 
the MacArthur and McKinley Bridges respectively. 

It may be readily noted from existing maps that most of the mainline and 
yard operations of the Terminal north of the Eads Bridge, including many build- 
ings, engine and shop facilities, et cetera, are located between Broadway and 
the river, completely within the reach 3 flood area. This is also true of the 
yards and properties of the Wabash, Rock Island, Missouri-Kansas and Texas, 
and Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroads, together with a smaller amount 
of trackage of the Missouri Pacific and Illinois Terminal. In reach 4, south of 
the MacArthur Bridge, trackage of the Manufacturers Railway Co. and impor- 
tant lines and yards of the Missouri Pacific are in a similar situation. All of 
these tracks and properties would be inundated to depths varying from 6.5 to 20 
feet in the event of a flood with a river gage of 52 feet. The Merchants Bridge 
would be out of service due to floodwater over the west approach tracks, as 
well as the south approach of the MacArthur Bridge for the same reason. This 
loss, and resulting congestion, would reduce traffic over the river to such a 
minimum that crippling embargoes would seriously curtail movement of perish- 
able products, priority freight and defense equiment and materials. 

The amount of trackage that would be under water with a flood stage of 52 
feet is appalling. In this event the Terminal would have 13.6 miles of main 
line and 39.2 miles of yard tracks under water. All of the concerned railroads, 
including the Terminal, would have the staggering total of 39.4 miles of main 
lines, and 223.7 miles of yard trackage out of service. It would involve a 
tremendous amount of time and money to repair the widespread damage to the 
physical property and resume normal operations. 

At this point I would call your attention to the depth of water over the tracks 
and properties of the Terminal at the following critical points with a 52-foot 
gage; levee tracks at Olive Street near Eads Bridge, 19.9 feet; levee tracks at 
Mound Street, 14.8 feet; Pike yard at Chambers Street, 15.9 feet; Madison and 
Tyler Street yards, 16.9 feet; with a yard office building completely submerged ; 
North Market Street main line, 7.2 feet, levee tracks, 9.6 feet; Bremen Avenue 
main line, 11.9 feet, extensive material yards, 12.5 feet, a maintenance-of-way 
shop building completely submerged, engine terminal shops and facilities with 
10 feet of water over first floor ; main line along McKissock Avenue (7 city blocks), 
7.3 feet, and Harlem yard near Carrie Avenue, 6.5 feet deep over main line 
and in car repair shop and other buildings. Tracks, structures, yards, and 
properties of the Illinois Terminal, M. K. and T., Rock Island, and Wabash 
Railroads, near these points and northward to Moline Creek, including important 
engine terminals and car repair shops, would be inundated to»similar depths in 
a varying degree. Such depths of swift floodwaters over this large amount of 
important trackage would result in tremendous damage to tracks, structures, 
and equipment of all the concerned railroads. Extensive damage has occurred 
many times in the past with a stage of even 40 feet. 

Attention is also called to the increased length of time required for a reces- 
sion of the floodwaters from a 52-foot gage, as compared with a gage of even 
47.5 feet. This would result in increased monetary loss by a large segment 
of employees of the railroads involved, more extensive damage to buildings and 
equipment, and tremendous additional loss in revenue to the railroads, due to 
embargoes and interruption of service. Based upon actual cost to the con- 
cerned railroads for physical damage at a St. Louis gage of 40.16 feet in 1951 
and detailed estimates of damage at a possible 47.5-foot gage, including daily 
monetary loss, the total damage and loss to the railroads from a 52-foot gage 
might well amount to, or even exceed $10 million. 

On the positive side, our railroads have been keenly aware of the fact that the 
only remaining undeveloped area with potential value for industrial use, approxi- 
mately 800 acres, is located in north St. Louis near the river, entirely within 
reach 3 of the proposed flood-control plan. Of no value now, due to recurring 
overflow even at medium flood stages, it would become immediately available if 
flood protection were provided. Industries located within this tract may be 
easily served by the Wabash, Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroads and 
Terminal, all strategically located adjacent thereto. Development of this area 
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would result in enhancement of land values and furnish additional employment 
for our citizens. 

Finally, the inundation of the entire riverfront industrial area of St. Louis 
for an extended period at 52-foot gage, involving the loss of a large portion of 
our most important railroad yards, main tines, and other facilities within the city ; 
the reduction of the effective use of the Merchants, McKinley, and MacArthur 
Bridges; the extended unemployment of a large number of our citizens: the 
interruption of railroad service due to crippling embargoes; the danger of the 
loss of the Chain of Rocks water supply to St. Louis and the complete stoppage of 
production by many vital industries ; the necessity of curtailment of future im- 
provement expenditures by the railroads due to the monetary loss from flood 
damage and the far-reaching and mushrooming effect of loss sustained by allied 
business interests over the entire St. Louis area, would indeed be a major 
catastrophe for the city of St. Louis that, under prevailing conditions, would 
have a disastrous effect upon the economy of the entire community and the 
welfare of our citizens. 

If such a flood should occur in this strategically located industrial city and 
railroad center during a wartime national emergency, the results would un- 
doubtedly cripple the national defense. 

Gentlemen, can we afford to delay any longer to provide the city of St. Louis, 
its citizens, industries, and railroads, with adequate protection from the ever- 
recurring floods that have ravaged our riverfront with devastating effect for 
more than a hundred years? We urgently request your favorable consideration 
and approval of the flood-control project now before you. Without such ap- 
proval, protection for our great city may be long delayed or perhaps be lost 
forever while the floodwaters continue to descend upon us. We are hopeful and 
confident that you will do so, in order that this greatly needed and economically 
sound project, which means so much to all phases of activity in our great city, 
may soon receive final authorization from the 84th Congress. 















Str. Louis, Mo., June 19, 1955. 
Congressman CLARENCE CANNON, 
House Office Building: 

Approval by the Bureau of the Budget of the St. Louis flood-control project 
clears the way for early authorization and appropriation by the Congress. The 
members of the St. Louis Flood Control Association and 140,000 citizens who 
voted 5 to 1 in favor in our recent bond-issue election urge your active advocacy 
and enthusiastic support. We feel St. Louis has waited long enough for this 
protection. 


Morton MEYER, President. 


St. Louts, Mo., July 19, 1955. 
PUBLIC WoRKS COMMITTEE, 


New House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

St. Louis is so situated at the confluence of 2 great rivers that a simultaneous 
flooding of both would produce a catastrophe greater than at Kansas City 3 
years ago. We respectfully urge favorable consideration to the St. Louis flood- 
control project. 















Ep. F. MANGELSpDORF & Bro., INc. 


St. Louis, Mo., July 20, 1955. 
PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE OF THE HOUSE, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Favorable and prompt action is imperative to protect St. Louis against future 
floods. We hope your committee will decide affirmatively. 


SCHLUETER MANUFACTURING CoO. 


Str. Louis, Mo., July 20, 1955. 
PuBLIC WorKS COMMITTEE, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
St. Louis residents in recent bond-issue election vehemently voiced their 
position regarding flood-control project for this city. Past flood losses have been 
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costly the last of which was in 1951. Repetition of 1844 flood would be inde- 
scribably disastrous. May I urge quick favorable action on St. Louis flood 
project on your Thursday agenda? 

ALFRED HirsH. 


Sr. Louis, Mo., July 19, 1955. 
CHAIRMAN, PUBLIC WoRKS COMMITTEE, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
St. Louis flood-control project vital to industry in this area. Your favorable 
and prompt consideration is respectfully requested. 
HarpBoarpD FasricaTors, INC., 
C. E. Smock, President. 


Sr. Louis, Mo., July 20, 1955. 
Pusiic WorKs CoMMITTEE, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Our employees and our company are counting on you to act favorably on the 
St. Louis flood-control project coming before your committee on July 20. 


SmitH ScHarFF Paper COo., 
FRANK SMITH. 


Sr. Louis, Mo., July 19, 1955. 
Purtic Works COMMITTEE OF THE HOUSE, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


We live in constant fear of the flood menace from March to July and sincerely 
hope you will act favorably on the St. Louis flood-control project on Thursday, 
July 21. 

NortH WESTERN COooPpERAGE Co. 


JOHNSTON For, MANUFACTURING Oo., 


St. Louis, Mo., July 19, 1955. 
Pusitic WorKs COMMITTEE OF THE HOUSE, 


Room. 13804, New House Office Building, 
Washington, D. CO. 


The Johnston foil Manufacturing Co., oldest exclusive foil manufacturer in the 
United States and located on the banks of the Mississippi River at St. Louis, Mo., 
urgently request your favorable consideration in the hearings to be held July 
20 and 21 regarding flood control for the fine old city of St. Louis. The people 
of St. Louis recently voted 5 to 1 to spend many millions of dollars for the 


improvement of our city. To spend this money without flood control is un- 
thinkable. 


Howarp J. Grracuty, President. 


Mr. Scuwencet. Mr. Chairman, let me make this observation. I 
have a very warm spot for the people from Missouri. I was given 
the opportunity to work my way through a college in Missouri, and 
while I went there I married one of the natives of Missouri. SoI have 
a very warm spot for them, and because of that I have come to be 
aware of the problem at St. Louis. I have friends there, and in 1951 
1 observed the flood there not ever knowing that I would be in Con- 
gress one day when there would be a hearing on it. That has lived 
with me through the years. So this may be the one way I could assist 
them. 

Mr. Davis. I am glad your remarks were made a part of the record. 

Mr. Karsren. Mr. Chairman, we are happy to rest our case on that 
note. 

Mr. Rocers. I want to say we in Florida certainly recognize the 
great problems that these floods bring about. We have a project in 
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the State of Florida, and in fact in my district now, where we are 
trying to control some of these floodwaters. I hope your Missouri 
delegation will be as cognizant of our problems as we certainly are 
here of yours today. 

Mr. Smiru. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee make a favor- 
able report of Mr. Karsten’s bill. 

Mr. ScHwENGEL. May I have the honor to second it. 

Mr. Davis. It has been moved and seconded that the bill be approved 
by this committee. All in favor let it be known by saying aye. 

(Chorus of ayes.) 

Mr. Davis. Any objection by the contrary side? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Davis. It is carried. 

Resa Dempsey. I have never seen this before but I am very happy 

about it. 

Mr. Karsten. Mr. Chairman, we thank you very much. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very, very much for your cooperation this 
morning. The hearing will be closed. 

(Whereupon, at 11:15 a. m. the hearing was concluded.) 








FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 
MISCELLANEOUS PROJECTS 


MONDAY, JULY 25, 1955 


Hovse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop ConrTrROL 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON PuBLic Works, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 o’clock in room 1302, New House Office 
Building, Hon. Clifford Davis, chairman of the subcommittee, pre- 
siding. 

Mr. Davis. The subcommittee will be in order. 

There is to be an executive session of the full committee at 10:30. 
However, I think we can dispose of Mr. Gavin’s matter, H. R. 7138, 
before the executive session meeting, which involves the Sandy Lick 
flood-control project at Brookville, Pa. 

(A copy of H. R. 7138 is as follows :) 


[H. R. 7138, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL Authorizing the improvement of North Fork Creek, Red Bank Creek, and Sandy 
Lick Creek at and in the vicinity of Brookville, Jefferson County, Pennsylvania 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the improvement of North Fork Creek, 
Red Bank Creek, and Sandy Lick Creek, at and in the vicinity of Brookville, 
Jefferson County, Pennsylvania, in the interest of flood control, and as recom- 
mended in the report of the United States District Engineer in his report of sur- 
vey ordered April 18, 1951, is hereby adopted and authorized to be prosecuted 
under the direction of the Secretary of the Army and the supervision of the 
Chief of Engineers in accordance with the plans recommended in such report 
and subject to the conditions set forth therein. 

Sec. 2. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


Mr. Davis. Colonel Penney, will you come around, please, sir ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Davis. Will you please give the committee a statement on the 
part of the Corps of Engineers with reference to this particular 
project ? 


STATEMENT OF COL. H. PENNEY, CORPS OF ENGINEERS—Resumed 


Colonel Penney. Sir, there is a report of a preliminary examina- 
tion in response to a resolution of the House Public Works Commit- 
tee in ae 1951 with a view to determining whether improvements 


for flood control on North Fork Creek, Red Bank Creek, and Sandy 
Lick Creek at Brookville, Pa., are advisable at this time. 

The report of the district engineer is dated May 19, 1955, and it ree- 
ommends that a survey report be authorized and made at the earliest 
practicable time. 
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The report was concurred in by the division engineer, and referred to 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors on July 1, 1955. 

However, it has not as yet been reviewed by the Board of Engineers 
or by the Chief of Engineers. 

Brookville is located on Red Bank Creek in Jefferson County in 
western Pennsylvania, about 48 miles above the mouth of Red Bank 
Creek, which is a tributary of the Allegheny River north of Pitts- 
burgh. At Brookville North Fork Creek and Sandy Lick Creek join 
to form the head of Red Bank Creek, and Brookville is at the inter- 
section of these three creeks. 

Brookville is the second largest community in Jefferson County. 
It is the county seat. It had about 4,300 people at the time of the 
1950 census. It is well developed and has diversified industry. There 
is no existing Federal flood-control project there: The report states 
that a flood problem exists as indicated by a record of floods and 
resultant damages. The report also states that improvement of the 
existing channels appears to be the most suitable means for flood pro- 
tection at Brookville. 

Preliminary estimates indicate that such a preliminary survey 
would have a first cost of something in excess of $1 million, with about 
one-quarter of that amount being local responsibility for lands, ease- 
ments, and rights-of-way for utility adjustments and relocations. 

The report states that estimates of annual benefits show that there 
is sufficient likelihood of economic justification to warrant a more 
detailed study. 

Mr. Davis. What was that? 

Colonel Penney. The preliminary estimates of cost and benefits 
indicate that there is sufficient likelihood of economic justification to 
warrant a survey report. 

Mr. Davis. You are not now prepared to endorse this bill, H. R. 
7138? 

Colonel Penney. Sir, the status of the report is that it is a prelim- 
inary examination, restricted to such by the committee, and it has been 
transmitted to the Board, but it has not been reviewed by the Board, 
nor has it been reviewed by the Chief of Engineers. 

Mr. Brecker. Why has it not been reviewed? Is it a matter of time? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir; it was referred to the Board on July 1 
of this year, and the date of the report was May 19. 

Mr. Becker. Would it be safe to say from the report that you read 
that the indications are that the Board would possibly recommend 
this? 

I am asking for your opinion only. 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. The report of the district engineer and 
the division engineer is favorable to the making of a further study, 
sir, and from my reading of the report, although it has not been 
reviewed by the Chief of Engineers, it would appear that the report is 
a sound report for the purpose of demonstrating the advisability of a 
more detailed study. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman, could I ask a question ? 

Mr. Davis. Yes. 

Mr. Mack. Is any action necessary by this committee to obtain that 
additional study ? 

Colonel Penney. There is in this way, sir: At such time as the 
report has been reviewed by the Board, and found advisable to do a 
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study, it must be referred by the Chief of Engineers to the com- 
mittee for authorization of a survey, because the committee directive 
limited the scope to preliminary examination. 

Mr. Mack. Ks I understand the bill, H. R. 7138, it provides for the 
going ahead with the project ; does it not? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir; it is a bill for authorization of the 
project. 

Mr. Mack. Without this final and complete survey ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir; as I read it. 

Mr. Davis. The Chair has been under tremendous pressure during 
the last 6 weeks, and I am sure some of you do not know the extent 
of that pressure. I gave my word to our colleague, Mr. Gavin, that 
we would give him a hearing, but we are in the peculiar position now 
of finding that the engineers are not ready to report. 

In other words, the Board of Review has not passed on it yet, 
and they are not in a position to make a definite statement to this 
committee. 

Colonel Penney. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Dempsey. Colonel, how long would it be before they do review 
this report ? 

Colonel Penney. Sir, the Board has it scheduled for consideration 
at its September meeting. 

Mr. Dempsey. At the September meeting ? 

Colonel Penney. That is right. Then it would be referred back 
to the Chief of Engineers and referred to the committee as soon as 
possible thereafter. 

Mr. Dempsey. Mr. Chairman, could we take action, subject to a 
favorable report, by the Board of Engineers? 

Mr. Davis. We have not done that before. 

Mr. Dempsey. I never had so much threatening before, either. 

Mr. Davis. No; I tell you he nearly broke my eardrum one time, 
and I do not want him to break it again. 

Mr. Mack. Is not this the project, Mr. Gavin, which you urged so 
strongly last year at the time we were making up the river and harbor 
omnibus bill? 

Mr. Gavin. Yes, sir; and I want to thank the committee—— 

Mr. Becxer. Mr. Chairman, could I ask a question before Mr. Gavin 
proceeds ? 

Mr. Davis. Yes. 

Mr. Becker. I have a question which I would like to ask the colonel: 

This bill approves the improvements, but are there any cost esti- 
mates which you have in a preliminary report ? 

Colonel Penney. Very preliminary ones, sir. In general terms, 
something over $1 million is a preliminary estimate as to the propor- 
tion of that which would be non-Federal cost. 

Mr. Brecker. About $250,000 would be local cost, approximately ? 

Colonel Penney. Well, approximately, sir. 

Mr. Mack. Is there a cost-benefit ratio ? 

Colonel Penney. There was an indication that it would be favor- 
able, based on the preliminary cost estimates, and the preliminary esti- 
mates of the benefits. 

Mr. Mack. But there was not given any figure? 
Colonel Penney. No, sir; not in the report. 
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Mr. Becker. In view of the fact that this was up last June, Mr. 
Chairman, how is it that a whole year has gone by before any report 
has come in? 

In view of the fact that there was so much pressure last year, and 
the fact that we had this up, why has the whole year gone by now? 
There are flood conditions there; and if the report does not come in 
until September, it means it will not come before us until next year, 
and again more years go by. 

Why should a condition like that prevail ? 

Colonel Penney. Sir, I would like to check, but I believe that the 
funds were allocated for the study in fiscal year 1955. 

Mr. Brennan. Sir, may I help on that, Mr. Becker ? 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH F. BRENNAN, OFFICE, CHIEF OF 
ENGINEERS—Resumed 


Mr. Brennan. The pressures and the flood conditions there were 
such last year when Mr. Gavin testified that a preliminary examina- 
tion was assigned by the committee, and we allocated funds during this 
present or last fiscal year so that it would be completed. It took 
approximately 7 or 8 months to complete the preliminary examina- 
tion report by the district engineer and by the division engineer, and 
as a result of that it has now come in, but that is the normal time for 
the completion of a preliminary examination report of this type. 

Mr. Davis. In other words, you just got the money this last fiscal 
year to make that report ? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. And there has been no extraordinary lag in it, then? 

In other words, it has not received inattention ? 

Mr. Brennan. No, sir. It has been on the contrary. It has been 
expedited, and we made very sure that the report would be completed 
in fiscal year 1955 so that it would be eligible to go before the Board 
and before the Chief and to the committee as soon as possible. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman, I think last year Mr. Gavin made a very 
strong effort to get this project in the flood-control bill. The Flood 
Control Subcommittee at that time did not include it because the 
Army engineers had not made a survey. It has been our custom not 
to approve a project until we have a favorable report, but I think we 
should urge the Army engineers, at Mr. Gavin’s request, to hasten 
this report so we could get it in the next rivers and harbors omnibus 
flood-control bill. 

Mr. Davis. Apparently Mr. Gavin did make progress, because the 
committee was helpful and the money was allocated for the survey, 
and they proceeded to make it. Now it is going through channels and 
is before the Review Board and will be considered by it in September. 

It seems, Mr. Gavin, that we cannot possibly a this matter up 


until next year, but personally I can certainly assure you that as far 
as I am personally concerned, and if I am around here, we will bring 
it ap just as early in January as we possibly can. 


Mr. Gavin. At that point, may I say a word? 
Mr. Davis. Yes, sir. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. LEON H. GAVIN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Gavin. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the committee for giv- 
ing me the opportunity to appear here this morning. In fact, I 
thought that the Army engineers were prepared to come in with a 
recommendation for the authorization of the project. I thought this 
preliminary survey had been approved by United States Engineers 
and they were to present a report this morning recommending oP 
proval of this project. The facts are that back in 1951 the Public 
Works Committee recommended that a preliminary survey of Reyn- 
oldsville and Brookville, Pa., be undertaken. These two towns, Reyn- 
olds and Brookville, Pa., are only 10 miles apart, and are located on 
the same stream. So, the engineers made a survey on Reynoldsville 
and came in with a favorable report, but they made no study of 
Brookville which, as I said, is only 10 miles from Reynoldsville. 

The people in that particular area cannot understand why the sur- 
vey remains uncompleted. That is why I SpPRenee before the com- 
mittee last year, in an effort to get the Brookville project authorized 
with Reynoldsville in the authorization bill. I cannot understand why 
the engineers, when they are instructed to prepare a report on both 
projects at the same time—and they were recommended for study at 
the same time—complete one, and not the other? 

It is difficult to explain to the people in these communities, but 10 
miles apart, why one is undertaken and the other is not. Both proj- 
ects were recommended at the same time, and the preliminary studies 
for both of them could have been made at the same time by the en- 
gineers. They make one and recommend one, which was in the au- 
thorization bill last year, however, did nothing on the other. I con- 
tacted the engineers early in the year to expedite this survey, in order 
that they could be prepared to report to the committee. They now 
present a preliminary report which although favorable still requires 
further approval. What I am anxious to have accomplished 1s the 
authorization of this project, so that the people of Brookville will 
understand that there is no exception being made between the two 
towns and, that ultimately, the work will be undertaken. 

The engineers have now found that there was economic justifica- 
tion for the favorable report, however, that it requires further ap- 
proval by the review boards. This report which the colonel submits 
is different than I anticipated as I was of the opinion that final action 
had been taken on it by the engineers. 

Last year your committee said that Brookville could not be included 
in the authorization bill because you had received no preliminary re- 
port. We now have a preliminary report, however, as stated does 
not have the final approval of the engineers. Therefore, it is a situ- 
ation which is no fault of mine. I have carefully followed the mat- 
ter, however, seemingly I cannot get the engineers to complete this 
report. 

It has been before them since 1951. If it involved a tremendous 
sum of money in making this report, what do you estimate the report 
costs ‘ 

Colonel Penney. I believe I have that information. 

66134—55——14 
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Mr. Gavin. I mean the appropriation necessary to complete the 
preliminary report? 

Colonel Penney. Our preliminary estimate is $43,800. 

Mr. Gavin. For a complete project report ? 

Colonel Penney. For a survey report. 

Mr. Gavin. What is the cost of the preliminary survey—this report 
you have here? What do you estimate that costs 

Colonel Penney. The authorization from the committee was not to 
exceed $7,500. 

Mr. Gavin. All right; $7,500. In an overall flood-control appro- 
priation for surveys of this kind, we can readily recognize that some- 
where along the line this amount could have been allocated $7,500 with 
which to complete this report presented here today and have it re- 
viewed and be in a position to make a statement so the committee could 
take action. I requested the district engineer’s office to have the survey 
completed. Now, it develops that the survey is completed ; however, 
it has to go to another review board and they will not be able to give 
a definite answer until September, which throws it again into next 
year for the authorization, and it is questionable again as to whether 
or not there will be an authorization bill in this coming year. That 
is what concerned me last year—that there would not be an authori- 
zation bill again this year—and it was questionable whether there will 
be one next year. 

I think, in view of the fact that Reynoldsville, which is a similar 
situation, has been recommended and authorized, the committee could 
consider approval of this bill here this morning with the understand- 
ing that, unless a favorable report is submitted by the review board 
and Chief of Engineers, it would not receive further consideration. 

Mr. Davis. I think I should say on behalf of the engineers that we 
have been starving to death for years for survey money. All of us 
recognize that. You know, for some years Chairman Cannon and 
others just would not appropriate any money for these studies. We 
spend money all over the world, but when it comes to our own flood- 
control problems right here we just do not seem to find the money. 
That situation has improved a little bit. 

I think you have made more progress than you realize in the last 
year, in that they did find enough money to proceed with their studies, 
but this committee is in a position now so that we cannot act until we 
get the favorable report from the engineers. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman, there is one other thing. 

Mr. Davis. Yes? 

Mr. Becker. You see, Mr. Gavin, as our good chairman here has 
stated—and I know no one is more sincere than he is in wanting to 
put this bill through—but, actually, this bill without a final report 
would be voting a blank check. In other words, there is no specified 
sum involved in this bill, and usually, for construction work, the final 
bill authorizes a certain appropriation. Am I correct on that? 

Mr. Davis. That is correct. 

Mr. Gavin. The fact is that this matter has been hanging fire for 
4 years, and they undertake one survey, and not the other job although 
both are but 10 miles apart. Permit me to say that when it comes to 
a colossal project something that is gigantic or monumental, the engi- 
neers become greatly concerned about it, but when it comes to some 
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little project where a town is periodically flooded out every spring 
and fall due to heavy rains, ae the snows, and it requires the reloca- 
tion of highways and telephone poles and sewer lines and a lot of 
detailed work, they seemingly are not too concerned about these little 
troublesome projects. They should be concerned, because these small 
projects are just as important as the projects of a gigantic or monu- 
mental nature. 

I think the time has come when little projects of this nature are rec- 
ommended for surveys—and this was recommended in 1951—that it 
should not take 4 years to give us a prelminary report. However, I 
expected the report they would submit this morning would be favor- 
able and complete—that they would recommend this project for au- 
thorization and approval. 

Now, a review is still to be made. It was in the process last year 
of being made. How to expedite it, 1 am unable to say. In fact, if 
I did not feel that this project was justified—that there was justi- 
fication for this project, and that they would find economic justifica- 
tion after they reviewed it, I would not request it. However, it ap- 
pears now it will be further delayed. 

Mr. Davis. I can assure you that we will take it up the very first 
thing in January. They say that the will review it in September. 

The Chair would like to state that he has a project which is embar- 
rassing to him in his own district. 

Mr. Scupper. I have one, too, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

We are all in the same boat. We have been starving to death for 
survey money, which I think is wrong, and which every member of 
this committee thinks is wrong. 

I can only assure you that under the circumstances this committee 
will most assuredly take this matter up as early as possible in January. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman, I want to add something to your 
statement for the benefit of our colleagues. We in this committee 
have been using every effort to provide more planning money. It is 
a disgraceful situation. We authorize projects, but no funds are 
available for surveys. I agree with you that we seem to find money 
for a project that costs $100 million and more, but many small projects 
are overlooked. However, there is justification for many of i big 
paorenty but we have been stymied by not having sufficient money to 

evelop the surveys. 

They drag too oa . We discussed early in the year the possibility 
of the committee making an effort to get money in our survey funds 
so we could get started on these jobs. Most every Member of the Con- 
gress has some local problem. Some day, maybe, we can get the 
Appropriations Committee to give consideration to these projects. 

Mir. Gavin. Certainly the gentlemen know my position on these 
matters. 

Mr. Scupper. We have hundreds of these projects, and after we vote 
for them, the Engineers look over the projects and figure out what they 
can do, and try to spread the money over the country as well as they 
can, and they come up with, maybe, half a loaf, as they have done in 
my district. 

I believe they should be getting more money. 
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Mr. Gavrn. In this particular case, the economic and industrial 
future of this community is at stake until such time as there is some 
assurance that this flood-protective project is going to be undertaken. 
They have industries there which would like to expand but they 
are in the valley, and when the high water comes there is the possibility 
of being flooded out. The result is that they are rather hesitant about 
proceeding with projects, and industrial expansion at these locations, 
until Congress takes some action on the authorization of this project 
and they are assured of its ultimate completion. 

Mr. Davis. We were cut in our survey money this year, but we were 
able to get back part of it, by action of the House with which to do 
something. I hope that we can convince the Members of Congress 
to go along with our committee and do the thing we have been tryin 
to do, and that is to get some money in here, so we can again procee 
with the projects which we think are deserving. 

Mr. Gavin. If the committee took favorable action on this bill here 
this morning, and approved it so the project could be authorized, then 
if the report, which 1s to be reviewed, was unfavorable, it would not 
be undertaken anyway. Certainly, I have left nothing undone to ex- 
pedite the matter. I have had this matter up for the past several 
years before this committee, and I expected this morning that the 
engineers would come in with a report stating that it was favorable, 
but now they state that the report has not been reviewed, and will not 
be reviewed until September. 

Mr. Davis. I do not want to cut you off, but we have an executive 
meeting coming up with the full committee. 

Mr. Gavin. All right. 

Mr. Davis. I am sure you appreciate the attitude of this commit- 
tee. We have sought to be cooperative, and we shall continue to co- 
operate with you. We value you as a colleague. I can assure you 
that at our very first or second meeting in January, next, we will take 
this matter up. 

Mr. Gavin. I want to thank the committee. I realize that you have 
been patient about this small project. I recognize the fact that it is 
still a very small project in the overall flood-control program. How- 
ever, to the people of this community it is just as important as any 
big project you have before you. The one thing which I want to 
impress upon the committee and the engineers, too, is that these smal] 
communities which are devastated from these recurring floods are 
entitled to as much consideration as any several hundred million 
dollar project which could be before the committee. I think we should 
give very serious consideration to all the small communities which are 
affected by these devastating floods periodically each spring and fall. 

Mr. Davis. That is what this committee is trying to do. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Gavin. Thank you very much for giving me this time. 

Mr. Donpvero. I do not suppose there is a man in Congress who 
represents his people with greater intensity and fidelity than the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Gavin, and I want to pay him 
that compliment and that tribute. 


Mr. Chairman, I have a very pleasant announcement to make, and 
that is this: 
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The engineer who sits before you, Col. Howard Penney, was my 
appointment to West Point. He comes from my home city, and all 
of his people—his brothers and sisters—live there, and I know them 
to be a fine family of fine Americans, and a great credit to the com- 
munity in which they live. 

I am very proud that Colonel Penney is here this morning present- 
ing the Government’s side of the project which is now under discussion. 

Howard, you make me feel very fine, and honored, to have this right 
to let my colleagues know that you were my choice to West Point. 
[ Applause. ] 

, Adionel Penney. Thank you, sir; it is a privilege to be able to be 
rere. 

Mr. Davis. I want to say, too, Mr. Dondero, that already we have 
had some business with Colonel Penney, and we have been greatly 
— with him. If you will remember, Colonel Hiatt was about 
7 feet tall, or pretty close to it, and Colonel Starbird was very, very 
tall. So, we are glad now that we are getting an engineer officer to 
appear before us who is more nearly our size physically, but mentally 
he has already been outstanding. 

Mr. Fallon and others will now be notified that we are ready to 
go into executive session. I think Mr. Blatnik has 2 or 3 matters also. 
I think we can dispose of the executive session rather quickly. 

Thank you, Colonel Penney. 

Colonel Penney. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Donprro. I am glad to have seen you, Colonel Penney. 

(Thereupon, at 10:45 a. m., the committee went into executive 
session for consideration of other matters.) 
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TUESDAY, JULY 26, 1955 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON PuBLic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FiLoop ConrTROL, 


Washington, D.C. 
AMITE RIVER AND ITS TRIBUTARIES 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 11:55 a, m., in room 
1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Clifford Davis, chairman of 
the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Davis. We will now take up the project of our colleague, Repre- 
sentative James H. Morrison of the Sixth District of Louisiana, the 
Amite River and its tributaries, H. R. 6110. 

(H.-R. 6110 is as follows :) 


[H. R. 6110, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 
A BILL To authorize the improvement of the Amite River and its tributaries 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That improvements in the interest of flood con- 
trol and drainage be undertaken in the Amite River, Bayou Manchac, and the 
Comite River, such work to be prosecuted under the direction of the Secretary 
of the Army and the supervision of the Chief of Engineers, substantially in 
accordance with a survey report now being prepared by the Corps of Engineers 
entitled “Amite River and Tributaries, Louisiana.” 

Mr. Tuompson. The Senate has already passed this. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Morrison. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES H. MORRISON, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM LOUISIANA 


Mr. Morrison. Briefly, Mr. Chairman and members of the commit- 
tee, this is an emergency flood matter. It contains an authorization 
of approximately $3 million. The State government is to pay $1,- 
200,000 and there are thousands and thousands of acres that they 
have flooded due to over 500 miles of canals that have been built to 
drain the city of Baton Rouge. All of that water comes down on 
top of the Amite and Comite Rivers and floods thousands of acres 
below Baton Rouge. 

This bill contains an authorization whereby the Federal Govern- 
ment puts up $3 million and they take this water from the river at 
Baton Rouge and put it down in the lake by a series of snaggings and 
clearings of the navigable streams, and also building a Short canal 
which will handle a tremendous amount of this water. 
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As my colleague from Louisiana has stated, this has passed the 
Senate committee without a single opposing vote, and it passed the 
Senate without any opposition. Now it comes before this commit- 
tee. It is really an emergency matter. 

Will you take over, please, Colonel Penney ? 

Mr. Davis. Here is a case, gentlemen, where one of our colleagues 
from the House is on one side of the situation and the Senate has 
already passed a similar bill. We wanted to accommodate him as 
much as we could because it is an embarrassing matter to have the 
Senate pass something and then the House Member gets behind the 
eight ball. I am still being frank. I have started out being frank 
this morning and am still being honest. 

Mr. THompson. A very practical observation, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Go ahead, Colonel. 


STATEMENT OF COL. HOWARD PENNEY, CORPS OF ENGINEERS— 
Resumed 


Colonel Penney. Sir, this is a survey report on the Amite River in 
Louisiana. It is at the Engineering Board now. It has not been 
approved yet by the Chief of Engineers, but it has been approved by 
the division engineer. 

The Amite River rises in the southwestern part of Mississippi and 
comes down through the lowlands in southeastern Louisiana and 
empties into Lake Maurepas. 

The Amite has a tribyary, the Comite, which has two principal 
tributaries which you see here, namely, Cypress Bayou and Hurricane 
Creek, which drain the northern portion of Baton Rouge. Similarly, 
Bayou Manchac is another tributary which drains the southern por- 
tion of the city of Baton Rouge. 

The flood problem, as Congressman Morrison said, is that there is 
flooding in the lower Amite and also backwater flooding in each tribu- 
tary, and Bayou Manchac. There is a long history of floods in this 
area. We have had 22 floods there in the 13 years between 1940 and 
1953. 

There are not any Federal flood-control projects in this area., The 
improvements recommended are substantially those desired by the 
local interests. They consist of a diversion channel from this point 
on the Amite River down to this point on Blind River, to take the 
excess flow from the lower Amite River. That is about 10 miles long. 
There will be some clearing and snagging to increase the outlet 
capacity of the lower Blind River. en there will be channel 
straightening and clearing at this portion of the Amite River up to 
Bayou Manchac, and clearing and snagging of Bayou Manchac over 
to this creek; intermittent clearing ion snagging up to the mouth 
of the Comite River; and channel realinement and enlargement on 
ithe Comite River. 

The estimated cost of this project is $4,212,000, of which $3,008,000 
is Federal and $1,204,000 is non-Federal. 

The benefits are divided between flood control and land enhance- 
ment and, based on an allocation of cost in proportion to the land 
enhancement benefits, we made the breakdown of the Federal and non- 
Federal costs I just mentioned. 
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The benefit-cost ratio for the Amite River, including the bayou and 
diversion channel, is 1.34; for the Comite River portion is 5.07; and 
for the whole project it is 1.77. 

The conditions of local cooperation are the usual ones; namely, 
the provision of lands, easements, and rights-of-way; the mainte- 
nance and operation of all works after completion ; holding the United 
States free from all damage; and construction of all new highway 
bridges and bridge changes, and relocations and modifications of 
utilities. 

In addition, there is the provision by local interests of a cash con- 
tribution or its equivalent in construtcion work based on the first cost 
of the project in proportion to land enhancement benefits as follows: 

For the Amite portion, 24.7 percent of the construction cost. That 
cash contribution is estimated at $892,000. 

For the Comite portion it is 18.6 percent, or $67,000. 

This report has not been submitted to the State and Federal agen- 
cies. However, the State of Louisiana indicated approval of the plan 
and conditions of local cooperation. The Interior Department’s Fish 
and Wildlife Service agrees with the plan and ask that several modi- 
fications be introduced, which have been integrated into the project. 

The Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries Service has asked for a con- 
trol device for fish, but that is not a Federal responsibility. 

That is all, sir. 

Mr. Baupwin. I was going to ask the colonel this question: As I 
understand it, this project has been approved by the local district 
engineer, but it has not yet been approved by the Office of the Chief of 
Engineers here in Washington. Is that the situation at present ? 

Colonel Penney. That is correct. It is at the Board of Engineers 
for review. 

Mr. Batpwin. Just so I can be sure to understand the procedure, 
because this is apparently the first project of this type that has come 
up at this session, 1f the Board of Engineers makes some changes in the 
recommendation does the wording in the bill—“substantially in accord- 
ance with the survey report now being prepared by the Corps of Engi- 
neers entitled ‘Amite River and Tributaries’”—means that we are 
upproving the report with any changes that the Chief of Engineers 
may makeinit? Isthat what we are authorizing / 

Colonel Penney. No,sir. The bill as written is based on the survey 
report as it now stands. It would not include, I do not think, and I 
would like to ask Mr. Brennan on that, the substantial changes that 
might be made by the Board. 

Mr. Batpwin. I would like to have a clarification of it because it is 
the first time in this session that we have had a case come before us 
where we did not have the specific final decision of the Corps of Engi- 
neers with approval. 

Mr. Morrison. I might add that the emergency nature of this matter 
was demonstrated about last Easter when they had a terrific flood, and 
hundreds of people were driven from their farms and homes, and they 
had a total loss of crops. The reason why it is so important that this 
legislation go through at this session of Congress is that the State is 
ready and willing and will spend their million dollars, or whatever they 
have to put up, in making the necessary arrangements. In other 
words, if this goes through the Congress at this particular time, work 
will start immediately on this project, which will facilitate helping 
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these people and will help them get relief from floods like they had 
last year. 

They had a total loss of all their crops. 

Mr. Davis. But you will still have to get your money through the 
Appropriations Committee next year. 

Mr. Morrison. That is correct, but the State has said as far as their 
million dollars is concerned and what they contribute, if this is au- 
thorized by the Congress they will proceed immediately to do their 
advance work which has to be done first. 

Mr. Rogers. Does not the State have to furnish the rights-of-way ? 

Mr. Morrison. That is correct. 

Mr. Roeers. So that will be some of the work they have to do to get 
the right-of-way. 

Mr. Morrison. That is correct. 

Mr. Rogers. I am very sympathetic to your problem because I know 
yhat itis. I have it in my district and I can sympathize with you and 
am for your project. 

Mr. Morrison. Thank you. 

Mr. Baupwrn. I still want an answer on the legal procedure, as to 
what happens if the Corps of Engineers makes any changes in the 
existing report. Are we approving the report as it may be changed 
before we get the final report ? 

General Irscuner. The bill H. R. 6110 authorizes a project sub- 
stantially in accordance with a survey report now being prepared by 
the Corps of Engineers and, therefore, the bill would authorize the 
project in accordance with the finally approved report, which must 
go through the Board of Engineers and the Chief of Engineers before 
being presented, and through the Bureau of the Budget also before 
being presented to Congress. 

Mr. Tuompson. I would suggest, if I may, that those local engineers 
and the division engineer have gone into it thoroughly. I think the 
Senate was advised there would be hardly any chance at all of any 
change being made by the Board because of the completeness of the 
report on this when the first authorization was made. 

Mr. Rocers. Will the gentleman yield? I think the act says that 
it would be substantially in accord, so that you would not be varying 
the report in substance. Is that not true, General Itschner? It says 
“substantially in accord.” 

General IrscuNnEr. Substantially in accord with the completed re- 
pete The report will not be completed until it is passed through the 

oard of Engineers and the Office of the Chief of Engineers. 

Mr. Gray. I move the adoption of H. R. 6110. 

Mr. Rogers. I second that. 

Mr. Maox. This strikes me as being a very worthy project. There 
is a benefit-cost ratio of 1.77, which also applies to the $1,204,000 that 
the people of Louisiana are putting up. The only thing that bothers 
me is whether or not authorizing this project now is not a most unusual 
procedure in taking the report of the district engineer or the division 
engineer, rather than having the report from the Chief of Engineers. 
I would like to ask General Itschner if this is not an unusual pro- 


— and if the Army engineers are recommending passage of this 
ill. 


General Irscuner. This is an unusual procedure, but it is not un- 
precedented. In the 1954 omnibus bill we had at least one case, and 
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I believe more, where a project was actually authorized prior to the 
time that the report was submitted by the Chief of Engmeers. 

Mr. Mack. In the Los Angeles case? 

General Irscuner. The one I was thinking of particularly was the 
Tacoma Harbor case, but there were others too at that time. Pas- 
cagoula was one. 

Mr. Mack. Will the Army engineers give a favorable report on this 
bill? 

General Irsctrner. We later submitted a favorable report. 

Mr. Mack. On this bill here? 

General Irscuner. No. I am speaking of the Tacoma Harbor. 
On this bill we have not yet submitted a report of any type. 

Mr. Morrison. The Army engineers at New Orleans, at the southern 
end of the Mississippi, who made the study on this, gave a favorable 
report. 

r. Mack. I wonder if we are not getting on dangerous ground in 
bypassing the normal procedure of the committee by approving this 
project. I recognize it apparently is a good project. 

Mr. Morrison. The only thing, Mr. Mack, is that those floods do 
not wait. 

Mr. Mack. That is true in my area as well as in every other area. 

Mr. Busu. I am very much in sympathy with this bill and agree 
with Mr. Rogers. I am faced with floods yearly in most of my area 
and certainly could be for this project. 

What Mr. Mack brings up is a question that Mr. Gavin brought up 
yesterday, where the Corps of Engineers had not approved his project 
at Brookville. You know how enthused he was about it. Are we 
getting away from a certain procedure by adopting this bill now? If 
we adopt this then why can we not adopt Mr. Gavin’s project by the 
same method ? 

Mr. Tuompson. If you will yield, we can all appreciate that, of 
course, but as General Itschner said, this is not unprecedented, because 
due to the pressure of time it has been done before. 

Mr. Busu. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Tuompson. The project is relatively small and the need is very 
great. 

Mr. Busn. Iam very much in sympathy with it because I have been 
through these floods and I know what they are. Anywhere that there 
is flood and we can help I think it is our duty to do it. 

Mr. THompson. This is one of the few places in Louisiana where 
they actually have flash floods, and they had 22 floods of a serious 
nature in the last 13 years. 

Mr. Busu. I know what they are because I have had them in my 
district. They are serious. 

Mr. Rogers. I am impressed, too, by the fact that the Senate has 
taken action on it already. It makes me feel we can go ahead and 
act on it, too. The bill has passed the full Senate and we can certainly 
go along with a Member of our own body to that extent, where the 
Senate has already taken action on it. 

Mr. Busu. I feel the same way and want to make myself clear, 
because Congressman Gavin is going to jump on me about this. 

Mr. Davis. General Itschner, I think a point has been made here. 
Do you think this is on all fours with the Gavin matter, and would 
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you recommend that this committee act favorably on that Brook- 
ville, Pa., matter at the same time that we act on this? 

General Irscuner. The Brookville project is not quite in the same 
category, in that we have only prepared a preliminary examination 
in that case, whereas in this case we have a complete survey report. 
Therefore they are not quite comparable. It is a good project and 
we have a favorable preliminary examination report recommending 
a survey presently with the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Har- 
bors. We hope very much to have them transmit their recommenda- 
tions for a survey report on the Brookville project this week to the 
House committee. 

Mr. Batpwin. Mr. Chairman, I just want to make my position 
clear when I raised the question. 1 am not opposed to the project. 
I want Mr. Morrison to understand that I wanted to be sure what 
the situation was. I am very sympathetic with the problem of flood 
control and from reading this report over rapidly, there is no ques- 
tion in my mind that it is serious. 

Mr. Gray. I move the previous question, 

Mr. Rogers. Seconded. 

Mr. Davis. All in favor say “aye.” 

(Chorus of ayes.) 

Mr. Davis. Any opposition ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Davis. It is carried. 

Mr. Morrison. May I ask that the Senate bill be substituted for 
my House bill here so that they will be one and the same bill ? 

Mr. Davis. We have a parliamentary situation that we have to in- 
quire about there. 

Mr. Txomrson. I move we substitute the Senate bill for Mr. Mor- 
rison’s bill, which is essentially the same bill as his bill. 

Mr. Rogers. Second the motion. 

Mr. Davis. All those in favor say “aye.” 

(Chorus of ayes.) 

Mr. Davis. Any opposition ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Davis. It is carried. 

Mr. Tuompson. I appreciate your splendid cooperation very much, 
gentlemen. 

Mr. Morrison. I want to thank you gentlemen very much also. 

Mr. Davis. If there is nothing further, the committee will stand 
adjourned, and the hearing will be closed. 

(Whereupon, at 12:10 p. m., the committee adjourned.) 
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